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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate aspects of participation in a participatory 
action research project, the Ash grove Healthy School En\'ironment Project. Participatory 
action research is a fonn of research that creates change as an explicit part of the 
research process and requires the actiYe participation of those by and for whom the 
research is being conducted. 
This study arose from concems by this researcher, who is also a co-facilitator of the 
project, that levels of participation were not as extensive as one might have hoped and 
that this seemingly low level would have a negative impact on the continuing 
participation of those already involved. Specifically. this evaluation sought to uncover 
the reasons that prompted participation, to identify structural barriers to initial 
involvement and to uncover participants' perceptions of the process, including barriers 
and opportunities. It also sought to record evidence of any shift in deci sion making and 
to draw implications about the findings that could assist the project, the school, other 
schools and the wider community. 
This evaluation involved focus group discussions and interviews with participants 
actively involved in the school project. The purpose was to uncover their views, 
feelings and perceptions about their participation and the participatory processes in use 
generally. It also included some examination of school documents and newsletters and 
has also drawn on the reflections of this 'insider' researcher, based on two years of 
involvement in facilitat ing the project . 
The findings that emerge from tJ1is study are heartening. Rather than feeling anxious 
about the long-tenn sustainability of the project, this researcher now feels more 
confident about its achievements, both in terms of the changes that have occurred in the 
school and about the participatory processes and levels of participation. Whilst the 
evaluation has identified a number of barriers, both institutional, personal and project-
related, it has also identified several key factors that serve to promote participation. 
In effect, the inclusive, democratic practices of participatory action research, the 
development of a 'shared vision' for the school, real successes with creating change and 
the collegtality that has developed between participants all demonstrate that the project 
H successful. These positive aspects, in fact , have served to counteract the perceived 
barriers They are all elements that provide impetus to the project and affinn the 
commrtment of participants to continue thetr personalmvolvement and to seek to fu rther 
e'\pand parttcipation to lHher school commuruty members. 
As a result of this evaluation, a number of implications for the continuing project and 
for the school emerge. These relate spectficall~ to the coordination of the Healthy 
I V 
Schools process and the development of the Healthy Schools process, including 
innovative curricular, into the mainstream components of the school organisation. The 
findings also suggest that negativism and resistance to change can be overcome if open 
communication, sharing of perceptions and commitment to democratic decision making 
practices are embodied in the project and guide its development. 
The findings also have implications beyond the immediate environment of this particular 
school. They demonstrate that, in spite of the baniers, participatory action research is 
a successful process to guide change. The findings also demonstrate that the Healthy 
Schools process can be successfully initiated and implemented by people at the margins 
of decision making. It can have a curriculum development focus or a community 
development orientation, depending on whether the impetus for the project comes from 
parents, teachers or indeed students. A project such as this may, in fact, provide an 
impetus to much more extensive community development activities well beyond a 
narrower school-based focus. The implications for resourcing, implementing and 
evaluating of outcomes of any Healthy Schools project, therefore, will have to be 
flexible to meet the potentially wide range of project types that emerge to service the 
needs of individual school and community settings. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This study IS an evaluation of one phase of ao ongoing participatory action research 
project -the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project at Ashb'Tove State School, 
a primary school in Brisbane, Queensland. At the time of t11i s study, the project had 
been in operation for eighteen months. Evaluation has been a regular part of this action 
research approach since its inception and indeed is fimdatm•ntal to action research. 
However, this has been of a relatively infonnal nature and conducted more in relation 
to specific aspects of the project than the project overall. Whilst the principal 
facilitators of the project have engaged in relatively consistent evaluation and reflection, 
opportunities for a wider group of participants to reflect on their experiences and share 
their perceptions of the project and the processes have not been formally developed. 
The purpose of the evaluation/reflection initiated by this study was to assist further the 
ongoing project development. The facilitators have bad an opportunity to study indepth 
the reasons for participation and to identify barriers to involvement, but this study seeks 
also to provide other participants with an opportunity to engage in a co-operative process 
of evaluation and reflection on the project. Greater engagement by more participants 
with the way of cooperative reflective activity has the capacity both to strengthen the 
group and to assist further in the formulation of problems and solutions. 
Furthcnnore, it is unlikely that the facilitators will be able to mai ntain the high levels 
of personal involvement that currently prevail with the project. As it is, both facilitators 
will ultimately leave the project when their youngest children leave the school for high 
school. The development of strategies to enhance the project's continuation and to 
widen the base of participants who use cooperative reflective practice, in order to 
uncover barriers and to find cooperative solutions, IS needed 1f the project is to continue 
long tenn . 
Specifically, then. this study explores various aspects of the processes of punic'IJUifwn 
in the project . These include: motivations for initial participation: factors inhibiting 
participation: perceptions of the process used: perceprions of barriers to participation: 
factors fostering continued involvement; eYidence of a shift of balance in decision 
making and opportunities for expanding the participatory processes in the school. It also 
identifies a number of implications for the project, for this school , for other schools and 
for the wider community of the use of participatory processes to enact change. 
1.1 BACKGROliND 
The final decade of the twentieth century is often viewed as a period of increasing 
uncertainty. instability and rapid change. Concern has been growing with regard to 
issues as diverse as global environmental degradation , socia l alienation and personal and 
family fragmentation. MacKay ( 1993) refers to this current period as 'the nervous 
nineties'. A number of writers in recent times have highlighted some of the changes that 
confront and concern our society. For example, McMichael ( 1993) states that global 
environmental change is eroding the life-support systems of the Earth and that this is a 
threat of major consequence to the world's living species, including humanity. Brown 
( 1992: 15) states that there are serious doubts as to the planet's "capacity to sustain future 
improvements in the human condition". Suzuki ( l 990: l 83) comments "that the only way 
we can get off our destructive path is to develop a radically different perspective on our 
place in nature". Birch (1993: 155) comments that: 
in the immediate future there will be less security than in the 
immediate past, and less stability ... The question for us is whether we 
have the capacity for change to enable us to live fully in a risky future. 
The ecologically sustainable and just society of the futme will be a 
changed society full of risks. 
Today's children may live their entire lives in rapidly changing circumstances, with 
'disaster' scenarios an ever-present aspect of their lives. Parents and schools, both major 
socialising influences for children, ha,·e an important role in equipping children with the 
values and skills that will enable them to cope positi\·eJy with change: that will. in fact. 
enable them to manage and create change. rather than be reactive to what is going on 
around them. Democratic . participati\'e partnerships between parents and school 
personnel are to be encouraged if children, and the adults around them, are going to live 
positive, enabling lives and help crente a just and sustainable society. Unfortunately, 
schools are often sites that reproduce existing hierarchies, actively resist change and 
often demonstrate undemocratic practice. 
The before-school experiences of many parents and chi ldren contrast marked ly with 
those tbat occur once children enter the fonnal schooling system. From being viewed 
as their children's first teachers and valued partners in their chi ldren's education, many 
parents can feel ignored and their roles devalued by many practices in schools. Parents 
may have major concerns about the appropriateness of many existing practices in 
schools but both pareuts and children often feel incapable of even raising these issues 
Jet alone working to change them . 
New approaches and educational strategies are needed to help teachers and parents 
overcome the barriers that reproduce these disabling conditions. One such approach is 
'Healthy Schools', a collaborative school community process for creating educational and 
social change. 
1.2 HEALTHY SCHOOLS 
The Healthy Schools program is an initiative of the World Health Organisation (WHO) 
European Network of Health Promoting Schools. It complements the Healthy Cities, 
Healthy Communities and Healthy Hospitals programs of WHO. Healthy Schools is 
gaining acceptance in Europe, Canada and, more recently, in Australia where the 
National Network for Healthy School Communities has recently been established. State 
networks, including one in Queensland, have been instituted. Currently, there are two 
fonnally recognised pilot schools for the Healthy Schools program in Queensland. 
Ash grove State School, the school in which this study is located, is one of these. 
Healthy Schools takes a selfings approach to health promotion, a recognition that schools 
are key environments in which health is created. Tbe Healthy Schools approach seeks 
to review, create and improve the physical and social environments of school 
communities through collaborative, community-based processes which link health, 
environmental and educational concerns. The Canadian Office of Health Promotion 
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(1991 :1 ), for example, aims to "enhance the health of school-aged children by enabling 
them to become uctive~r mvo!l'ed in leaming and practising skills for decision making, 
coping and community interaction". The European Network of Health Promoting 
Schools (undated: 7) states that the Healthy Schools program aims "to empower young 
people to make their own decisions" . The Australian Network for Healthy School 
Communities ( 1991 :1) emphasises the process of "continuing review and reflection on 
the expectations of schools and communities", as important aspects of a Healthy Schools 
approach. Common to all programs, though, is the empowennent of members of a 
school community - children, parents, teachers and the wider community - in 
collaboratively making changes in the school environment, inclusive of all the social, 
politicaL physical and personal dimensions. The creation of schools that value all 
members, that are healthful places and that .encourage life-long action in health 
promotion, advocacy for the en\'ironment and panicipatory democracy are anticipated 
outcomes of the Healthy Schools approach. 
1.3 THE ASHGROVE HEALTHY SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT PROJECT 
The selfings approach of this Healthy Schools initiative means there is no one way for 
a school to be engaged in the process of becoming a health-promoting environment. 
Consequently, there are multiple entry points (Figure l .l ) into the process, detennined 
by the needs and aspirations of individual school communities. One school, for 
example, may focus on nutrition practices and nutrition education~ another may 
commence with exploring teacher stress and related health issues; another may begin 
with issues related to playground bullying. 
The Ashgrove State School community focussed its Healthy Schools initiative on health 
and environment issues re]ated to the school's outdoor environment. This venture, cal1ed 
the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project, drew its impetus from the Canadian 
Healthy Schools approach and the exemplary model of the Aranda Primary School in 
Canberra (Butz: 1992), v.:hich had commenced its Healthy Schools project in 1991. At 
Ashgrove, there was an initial focus on planning and implementing sun safety policy, 
followed with planning for a 'whole school grounds' redevelopment (Figure 1.2). This 
was initiated in order to optimise spaces for more effecti,·e utilisation than was currently 
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occurring, to provide shade and \'ariety of experiences for children and to support the 
principles of landcare, water conservation and biodiversity. Within this plan, tbe school 
has also designed, and at the time of writing. has just completed Phase One of a Junior 
Playground which will provide a wide variety of opportunities for free play and teacher-
initiated experiences. In recent times, the process has expanded to include a focus on 
developing supportive strategies for pro-social behaviors. 
The Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project is essentially a community 
development project reflecting its initiation and implementation by parents, as 
representatives of the community in the school. Had the project been generated by 
teachers. it is more likely to have been shaped as curriculum development, as this is 
rypically the focus of teachers. As community development, then, the importance of 
critically examining issues associated wjtb participation is obvious . A project seeking 
to generate in school community members a sense of, and experience in, being able to 
create changes to the physical and socjaJ aspects of the school environment and to the 
culture surrounding school decision making processes, needs wide-spread commwtity 
support and participation. 
The project employs democratic processes that strive to empower individuals to work 
collectively on issues relevant to their own experiences and within this particular school 
setting. It uses a critical action research methodology and, specifically, that of 
participatory action research. It is necessary to provide some background to this project 
in order to appreciate fully the objectives and methods of the evaluation reported in this 
dissertation. 
1.4 TH E STOR Y OF THE ASH G RO VE H EALTH Y SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT 
PROJ ECT 
Ap ril 1992 
The Healthy Schools approach at Ashgrove State School was initially introduced to the 
school by a parent who sought, and attained, the support of this researcher as co-
facilitator. The approach was supported by the school principal and adopted by the 
school's Parenrs' and Citizens' Association as a mechanism for responding to concems 
and issues related to some unsafe and undesirable outdoor practices and the degraded 
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play environment of the school. These two parents agreed to become co~facilitators of 
the Grounds Committee of the Parents' & Citizens' Association, as this presented the 
best avenue for implementing the Healthy Schools approach . Of particular concern to 
these parents were the issue of sun safety, a desire to 'green ' the landscape of the school , 
a need to redevelop the deteriorated Year 1 playground and some concerns for the social 
needs of children during lunch times and other breaks (Photographs I and 2). 
In order to determine the strength of these concerns a 'visioning' workshop was 
conducted by the facilitators with a small group of interested parents. This workshop 
involved the participants in responding to some passages of text that required them to 
imagine their 'ideal' setting superimposed on the actual school setting. These 'visions' 
were then shared with other group members~ the responses were then categorised: and 
generalised visions for a healthy, supportive school environment were obtained. This 
activity validated the general concerns of the two facilitators. 
May 1992 
A similar 'visioning' workshop was conducted with teachers, reinforcing general 
concerns with shade, softening the landscape and redeveloping the play areas. In order 
to develop these ideas across the whole of the school a written survey of all families, 
teachers and ancillary staff in the school was conducted to gain a broader range of 
perceptions of tbe school environment and ideas for change. 
The Student Council, an elected group of children from Years 5, 6 and 7 initiated and 
conducted an oral survey of all classes to gauge student needs a11d concerns for the play 
areas within the school. They also presented the Grounds Committee with its first 
income~ a cheque for $150 which bad been raised through contributions obtained from 
a 'free dress' day. 
Jun e- July 1992 
Data from the two visioning activities, the written survey and the children's surveys were 
recorded and analysed for common themes. This provided a data base for identifying 
an overview of 'what we'd like' for the school community. This data confirmed the 
earlier perceptions of the co~facilitalors. that there was a general desire to see the 
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Photograph 1: Ail image of the school showing the starkness and sterility of its grounds 
and buildings - April 1992. 
Photograph 2: The Grade 1 playground before the commencemellt of the Healthy 
School Environment Project - unsafe and degraded grounds - April I 992. 
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grounds as a greener, friendli er, more diverse environment. There was a general desire 
for shade and shady seating, more diverse play spaces for children. extra opportunities 
for outdoor learning, v.rith a focus on the much degraded Year 1 playground. 
August- November 1992 
A series of workshops was held with interested parents, teachers, the school captain and 
the school principal. All participants became members of the Grounds Committee, 
which previously had consisted of only the two facil itators. It was desirable to broaden 
the base of this group in order to expand the levels of input, share the effort and to 
encourage broad participation in the decision making. The first workshop involved a 
collaborative site analysis of the schoolgrounds to identify their positive and negative 
features. ln essence, this provided an inventory of 'what we've got'. At this first 
meeting, also, a sub-group drafted a sun safety policy in collaboration with an education 
offic·er from the Queensland Cancer Fund. A later workshop col lated the results of the 
visioning activities, the surveys and the deliberations of the expanded Grounds 
Committee and resulted, ultimately, in a 'shared vision' for the schoolgrounds. A set of 
principles to guide planning were also collectively determined and agreed to by the 
school community (Plan 1 ). 
The deliberations of workshops were reported to the school community in the weekly 
school newsletter. Feedback from the school community to the Grounds Committee was 
encouraged via the school newsletter and by placing copies of the plans, with comments 
sheets, at major school entrances. The collected data from the school community were 
formulated into a draft 'concept plan' for the whole schoolground. This was revised to 
a second draft based on additional inputs from school community members. 
Jt had become apparent to all Grounds Committee members, by this stage, that a focu s 
on just one area of the school ground, such as the high priority Year I play area, could 
not adequately address a number of significant underlying problems. such as soil erosion 
and water nm-off, and issues related to the social integration of children from different 
year levels. The committee, therefore, proceeded towards a draft 'master plan' for the 
whole school grounds with redevelopment of the Junior Playground a priority. 
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Figure 1.4 : (a) Plan of the school ground before the project began in April 1992. 
(b) Agreed Criteria for the developments and the 'concept' plan- Oct I 99: 
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December 1992 
By the end of the year, a copy of the draft sun safety policy and srrategies was sent to 
all families and teachers in the school for comment. These validated the policy and 
strategies. The sun safety policy was then supponed by the Parents' and Citizens' 
Association at its fin al meeting for the year. This became official school policy from the 
beginning of the 1993 school year. 
The Grounds Committee decided to brief two consultants. The fi rst was a landscape 
architect with experience in 'leamscaping', the design of environments with an explicit 
focus on the potentials for learning and teaching, rather than simply site utili ty or 
beauty. His task was to detail the master plans for the whole school ground and the 
Junior Playground and to consult with a play consultant. Th is latter consultant was 
experienced in the design of playgrounds for young children and was briefed to provide 
input into the design of appropriate features for the playground. 
Discussions regarding planning and funding of the project were initiated with the 
Education Department and QBuild, the government departments responsible for 
approving subsidised funding, plans and constructions in state schools. 
January~ March 1993 
Early in the 1993 school year, draft sketch plans for the Junior Playground were 
available for comment. The play consultant met with parents and teachers of the lower 
primary classes to assist in furthe r clarification of child and teacher needs regarding 
playground design and use. The landscape arch itect met with the Grounds Committee 
at a Saturday workshop. Feedback from these forums and from the wider school 
community was incorporated into a final master plan for this area . 
April 1993 
At the second workshop of the Grounds Committee for 1993. comprising parents 
(including Parents' and Citizens' Association representatives) and teachers, a Project 
Management team was established to oversee the implementation phase of the Junior 
Playground redevelopment. This involved hiring outstde contractors recommended by 
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the landscape architect, hiring. contractors from within the parent body and organising 
volunteer workers. 
A National Landcare Grant submission was prepared and submitted seeking funding for 
the on-going developments arising from the whole-school plan. particularly to reshape 
the surface of the oval to improve water seepage, reduce water loss through poor~y 
designed and/or used drinking taps, irrigation systems. pool maintenance practices and 
roof run-off losses. Revegetation to conserve soil and water. to enhance biodiversity and 
to further develop the educational and play utility of the schoolgrounds were also major 
aspects of this submission. 
May 1993 
The school was granted financial support for labour and materials, to assist the 
development of the Junior Playground. This was made available by the State Minister 
for Administrative Services through representations to the local Member of State 
Parliament, who wished to express support for the community development focus of the 
project. This bad the effect of speeding up the ground works but, at the same time, 
some of the impetus of the collaborative process within the school was lost. 
June -August 1993 
The school was granted support from the 'Establishing A Healthy Schools Network' 
fund. This is an initiative of the Health Promotion Unit of the Queensland Department 
of Health and administered by the Department of Education. This f unding was for 
curriculum purposes, such as teacher/parent inservice programs and the provision of 
teaching resources. The writing of a case study to inform other school communities 
wishing to follow similar processes is an expected outcome of this funding. 
Advice was received that the application for the National Landcare Grant was not 
successful. However, the redevelopment of the Junior Playground commenced with the 
State Government support and additional school funds. This lead to about 80 percent 
completion, by late August, of this area incorporating a bush theatre (Photograph 3), 
watcrplay area , sandpit and softfall a ren for the later siting of play equipment. 
Photograph 3: The 'bush theatre' in the Junior Playground redevelopment - September 
1993. 
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September 1993 
The Grounds Committee reapplied for a Landcare Grant under the City Landcare 
scheme. Minor jobs such as painting and some safety works were undertaken on the 
playground site. These were carried out by parent volunteers, under the direction of 
the project manager appointed at the April Grounds Committee workshop. 
October- November 1993 
The Grounds Committee convened to detennine how to complete the Junior Playground 
redevelopment, which had stalled somewhat due to a shonage of funds and work and 
other commitments of the facilitators and other members of the Grounds Committee. 
The development of a major shade stn1cture in the school grounds to serve as an 
assembly area, teaching and play space was also discussed and initial plans examined, 
at this meeting. 
Working bees, comprising members of the Grounds Committee, their children and other 
interested parents, were held over two weekends and resulted in most of the soil, mulch 
and turf being laid on site. Negotiations on the planning and funding of play structures 
within the Junior play area were commenced. 
A significant advance for the Healthy Schools process at this stage was the awareness 
that the process had the potential to be incorporated into the next School Development 
Plan. The facilitators of the project volunteered for positions on the Collaborative School 
Review panel , an overseeing group of parents and teachers, to guide review processes 
on which inputs into the next School Development Plan were based. This enabled a 
focus on issues related to the Healthy Schools concept and process to be incorporated 
into the review. 
A Supportive School Environment Committee was fanned to examine supportive 
(including. anti-bullying) strategies for developing pro-social behaviors. This was also 
an initiative of parents in the school and is adopting a 'whole school approach' . 
Anticipated activities of this group include parent and teacher mservice and peer 
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mediation, where trained students assist in the resolution of disputes, particularly in the 
play!:-'TOund. 
December 1993- January 1994 
The school was notified that the second application for a Landcare grant was not 
successful. However, three working bees, wi£h parents, children and teachers were held 
over the Christmas vacation to complete plantings, drainage and paving. A roster of 
teachers and parents to water the newly planted gardens during the Christmas break was 
drawn up and implemented. 
Negotiations commenced with the Department of Education, QBuild and the Parents' and 
Citizens' Association regarding a lightweight shade cover over the sandpit in the Junior 
Playground. Final details for this were submitted to the Education Department and 
QBuild for approval. Negotiations continued for the design of the play equipment to be 
incorporated into the Junior Playground. This involved a fixed set of structures with 
moveable attachments to maximise choice and interest. Plans and subsidy applications 
were submitted for this play equipment and for the multipurpose assembly area. 
Februa ry 1994 - March 1994 
Upon commencement of the 1994 school year, the school community was encouraged 
to vote for the selection of the colour of the shade cover for the sandpit area. A high 
response rate to this 'referendum' was achieved, particularly from the children in the 
school. 
A first meeting initiated by the Supportive School Environment Committee was held. 
This meeting shared supportive anti-bullying strategies and processes which had been 
implemented with success at another school. 
The fixed playground equipment with its flex ible attachments was selected and installed, 
completing the major works for this part of the Junior Playground. Teachers of the 
Year I children planned a day of activities to introduce the children to the new 
playground. This enabled teachers and children to explore its diversi ty and to have 
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Photot,>Taph 4: Part of the Junior Playground before the installation of the flexible play 
equipment - February 1994. 
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some 'on-the-spot' illService from the play equipment manufacturer. This curriculum 
acti\'ity involved chi ldren, teachers and parents. 
A presentation about rhe Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project was given at 
the 1994 Heal th Promotion Conference in Melbourne by the co-facilitator of the project. 
This expedited the development of a poster, brochure and photographic record of the 
project which has been used to inform new and existing parents and teachers to the 
school about this Healthy Schools project, as well as other school and community 
groups . 
Ongoing .... 
Now that the children are using the redeveloped Junior Playground, observations by 
parents and teachers of this usage are underway. This will determine movement pattems, 
child interest in the playground features and teacher use of this resource. These 
observations will help determine best sitings and plantings of vegetation according to 
child usage factors rather than having these imposed on the children by adults who will 
not be the major users of the area. Other minor adjustments, such as laying stepping 
stones will be undertaken. Teachers have requested inservice education on the potential 
uses of the area to enhance teaching and learning. It is anticipated that this activity will 
occur later in the year. 
Now that this part of the grounds redevelopment is complete, further implementation of 
the 'whole grounds' plan is underway. Achjevable goals for 1994 need to be established. 
lt is likely that these will include the redevelopment of one of the two major school 
entrances. This area incorporates the school greenhouse and abuts the Junior 
Playground. The greenhouse redevelopment will enable it to be used by teachers and 
children as part of curriculum activities. Currently, its major purpose is for the potting 
and care of plants for sale as part of the school's fundraising activities. A Greening 
Australia Grant was obtained for this redevelopment. 
As earlier indicated, the fonnal recognition by the school community of the principles 
of Healthy Schools is being aimed for. This involves the school community in a 
collaborative school review process (underv:ay at the time of writing) which infonns the 
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rewriting of the School Development Plan. The recognition of the participative 
processes employed in the Healthy Schools project as an exemplar of practice for other 
projects and developments in the school is anticipated. 
A number of forums for dissem ination of information about this project and the process 
of Healthy Schools are being developed so that o ther school communities can learn 
about the Ashgrove experience for change. The Healthy Schools Network, in 
collaboration with the co-facilitators, is preparing a case study scheduled for completion 
in July 1994. Also, the co-facilitators have worked with Forestry and Landcare offic.ers 
in the Queensland Department of Primary Industries in developing a case study on the 
project. Requests for information about the project from local schools are forthcoming. 
Interest in the project has extended outside the region also, with an invitation to write 
a paper about tbe project for the international conference of the World Education 
Fellowship to be held in Tok-yo in August 1994. 
1.5 THE CRITICAL RESEARCH PERSPECTIVE OF THE ASHGROVE 
HEALTHY SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT PROJECT 
The Asbgrove Healthy School Environment Project uses a form of research known as 
participative acti on research. This type of research follows a sociaiJy-criti cal perspective 
which according to Preston and Symes ( 1992:63 ), involves "a questioning and insightful 
analysis of problems with a vi ew to social transformation ". As such, it is also 
emancipat01y. 
At its most general, a participatory action research design, indeed all action research, is 
best described as a spiral consisting of continuous and overlapping cycles. The 
completion of one cycle is the beginning ofthe next. Smith and Lovatt (1990:173) state 
that within each cycle are interrelated steps involving planning, implementing, 
observing/documenting, reflection/evaluation and critical analysis. 
The processes of action research involve all relevant parties in actively examining 
together current action (which they view as problematic) to induce some change which 
they see as beneficial (Bassey,l992:5). As Wadsworth ( 1993:1) comments "it is not just 
research which we hope will be followed by action! It is action which is researched, 
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changed and re-researched, within the research process". In fact, there are countless 
tiny cycles of participatory reflection on action. teaming about action and then new 
infonned action which is in turn the subject of further reflecting.. Change is not an 
additional benefit of action research - 11 is fundamental to it and happens throughout. 
The research may change shape and focus over time as participants focus and refocus 
their understandings about what is 'really' happening and what is really important to 
them. 
ln the educational context, action research is referred to by Carr and Kemmis (1986: 155) 
as commit1ed research that isfor education rather than about educati on. In writing about 
research in environmental education, Robottom and Hart (1993:65) comment th at critical 
action research is most appropriate for envi ronmental education as the researchers are 
'insiders' who direct and own the research process as weJJ as the outcomes of the 
research. This cri ti cal action research approacll recognises that the understandings of 
participants fonn the basis for social action and that by being deliberately activist, the 
participants can alter the context, change the limits and create new understandings. 
All action research, then. draws together action and reflection . McCutcheon and Jung 
( 1990: 144· 15 1) comment that taking a critical perspective to research is denoted by this 
interest in praxis where there is an emancipatory interplay between action and reflection. 
They elaborate: 
Action by itself is directionless and reflection by itsel f is aimless. The 
dialectical movement between action and reflection takes into account the 
complexities of the practical, sociocultural factors and the construction of 
meaning ... By and large, the critical perspective involves a concerted 
effort to reexamine the taken-for-granted and institutionalised constraints 
of schooling. 
Consequentl y, a critical perspective runs counter to the present tradition in research 
which views action and reflection as separate activities. Carsou, like several researchers 
in this area (Carr and Kemmis,1986; Guba and Lincoln,l989; Reason,1988) sees action 
research as a different paradigm from more traditional research approaches. Wadsworth 
( 1993:2), too, identifies participatory action research as representing 'new paradi!,'ln' 
thinking. She wri tes that participatory action research is a genu inely democratic process 
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whereby those to be helped detennine the purposes and outcomes of their own inquiry. 
Wadsworth ( 1993: l) continues: 
Much participatory action research typically involves yourself: those who 
share your concerns. experiences and interests: others suffering from the 
problematic situation: others trying to assist it to change; and those who 
oversee the materiaJ resources needed to underpin the change effort (such 
as funds, people, salaries, services, office resources,etc.) Bringing these 
parties together, and absorbing new ones as the action research effort 
proceeds to unfold and implicate parties further afield, is not merely a 
side issue of 'entry to the field' but a central focus for acbjeving 
understanding and change. 
Participatory action research works to assist a community-of-interest, generally a group 
with unmet needs, disadvantage or marginalisation, to pursue their inquiries by 
themselves and for themselves . The difficulties of engaging these disadvantaged or 
marginalised groups and having them remai n in the research process are problematic. 
Wadsworth in fact likens the discussion of how to achieve the conditions of mutual 
involvement, participation and collaboration as being very similar to the discussions 
about bow to achieve 'community development' . 
This type of critically reflective research, then, is deliberately a social process and not 
surprisingly, participatory action research is commonly associated with community 
development, educational reform and political action. In the context of schools, it 
focuses on the social practices of education and offers considerable capacity for reform. 
Thus, states Carson (1990: J 68), critically reflective action research is characterised by 
a continuing program of reform where the eventual hope would be for a new kind of 
school and a new kind of society. 
As mentioned earlier, the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project has been 
conceptualised as a 'community development' project within a school. It is fulfilling the 
'unmet needs' of children in relation to the physical and social environment of the 
school. For parents, and to a lesser extent, for childreu, 'unmet needs' in relation to 
partic ipation in decision mak ing are also being met through this project. It is apparent, 
then, that this evaluation and the participatory action research process are concemed 
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with the same fundamenta l questions of mutual involvement, participation and 
collaborati on. 
1.6 OBJECTIVES OF THE STllD\' 
As a participatory action research project, participation by member groups of the school 
community in decision making in the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project, 
is fundamental. This study reflects upon and evaluates 'participation' in the project, with 
a particular interest in assessing the 'realignment' of decision making from a teacher-
dominated hierarchical model to a more participative approach that deliberately includes 
other member groups, particularly parents and children. The objectjves of this study are 
to: 
I. detem1ine those factors that lead to initial interest by participants lll 
cllange-making processes: 
2. determine what hurdles and barriers mitigate against participation and 
continuing involvement; 
3. explore the potential of shared decision making both inside and outside 
the school context. 
More specifically, this evaluative study seeks to answer the following eight research 
questions: 
I . What are the motivations for participation in the Ashgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project? 
2. What mitigates against initial participation in decision making? 
3. What perceptions of the participatory processes are held by participants 
in the projects? 
4. What are the perceived baniers to the process? 
22 
5. What have been identified as important for maintaining and building 
momentum for panicipation in the project? 
6. What evidence is there of a shift of balance in decision making within 
the school community? 
7. What are the opportunities for expanding participatory processes within 
the school context? 
8. What can be learned about participatory action research that assists the 
Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project and may inform other 
schools and the community about the processes? 
1.7 RESEARCH APPROACH FOR THIS EVALUATION 
Reflection and evaluation are integral to action research and, as such, it is problematical 
to highlight just one phase. However, the value in raising issues concerned with the 
participatory processes them selves will benefit the ongoing ac6on research process. Jt 
is important, then, that there be conjunction betwe~n this evaluation and the participatory 
action research process. 
An 'open inquiry' evaluation method (Wadswortb,1991 :34-43) with a problem-identifying 
focus has been selected for this evaluation. This approach increases the chances of 
problem-solving outcomes with changes for improvement in areas identified as 
important. At the time of commencing this specific evaluation, the Ashgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project had been 'in action' for J 8 months. Whilst there has been 
reguJar and ongoing evaluation a11d reflection by the principal facilitators of the project, 
there had not been any formal discussions of the process of collaborative decision 
making with participants in the project or with other members of the school community 
who may not have been actively involved. Thus, the facilitators believed that an 
evaluation was timely for a number of reasons: 
First, the project was moving from the 'conceptualisation' phase and into the 
'implementation' phase. There was a need to record perceptions of this earlier phase to 
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guide future actions, as future involvement of participants was likely to be quite 
different. In fact, it was possible that a different set of participants would emerge, and 
that the insights of the original participants would be lost to the process. 
Second, the earlier phase was seen as crucial to the whole project in that it set the 
working parameters for the project . The effectiveness of the collaborative decision 
making process needed to be evaluated for the ongoing sustainability of the Healthy 
Schools approach in the school, particularly in terms of continuing facilitation. 
Third , it was perceived by the researcher that there were some barriers regarding the 
'ownership' of the project. Evaluation and analysis at this point would help illuminate 
these and guide subsequent actions. 
Fourth, the Ashgrove State School is part of the Network for Healthy Schools Pilot 
Project and the Schoolground Planning and Support Network and as such is in a position 
to inform other school communities of the Healthy Schools approach to health and 
environmental change. Evaluation of the project would be useful for assisting other 
school communities to undertake change. 
1.8 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 
The significance of this study can be seen at a number of levels - within the project 
itself and its impact on the school, as an exemplar of practice for other schools and 
communities and as a contributor to change for healthful, just and sustainable futures. 
At the Ashgrove School level, this evaluation/reflection on the participatory processes 
of the Healthy Schools Environment Project should i11fonn current and subsequent 
actions within the ac6on research project to improve further these processes. As it is 
anticipated that the 1:-rrounds redevelopment aspect of the Healthy Schools Project has at 
least a ten to fifteen year timespan, it is imperative that the processes by which people 
are recruited to the project and their willint,rness to remain as part of the team , are 
examined. Barriers to participation, particularly those between teachers and parents, 
need to be explored so that actions can be taken to remove or reduce these, in 
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democratic and supportive ways. The exploration of opportunities for enhancing 
children's participation are also very important considerations. 
At a systems-wide level , this project comes at a time when there is considerable 
momentum being given to devolution principles within the Department of Education. 
The Minister of Education has been supporting the shift towards delegation of 
responsibility to schools (Walker.]993: 1) and the Queensland Council of Parents' and 
Citizens' Associations is supporting these initiatives. However, it has been reported that 
many teachers feel threatened by the increasing role of parents in children's education, 
and that teachers and parents should work to improve their relationship at the school 
level. 
The Ashgrove School is a pilot school for the multi-sectoral initiative 'Establishing a 
Healthy Schools Network'. A clear understanding of the opportunities and barriers of 
participative projects that bring teachers, parents and children together to explore and 
create actions for change, may have benefits in infonning other school communities 
about change processes as devolution gathers pace. The possibilities for informing 
others about practices and processes that support devolution, that create change within 
the school itself and that aim to provide children and adults with skills, attitudes and 
values for just and sustainable futures are of significance. 
1.9 OVERVIEW OF FOLLOWING CHAPTERS 
The details of this research dissertation are outlined in the following chapters of thi s 
report. A summary of each of these chapters is provided here. 
A review of relevant literature is provided in Chapter 2, providing a theoretical 
framework for the study. A critique of schools from the perspective of critical theory 
is presented. The role of environmental education for the environment and health 
education from the perspective of'ecological public health', is given . Discussion of their 
common or shared agenda in providing theory with a complementary 'practice' 
component and an overview of the Healthy Schools process as an example of this, is 
provided. An examination of the literature in relation to theory and practice of 
community participat ion in schools is also given. 
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Chapter 3 details the research methods used in this evaluation . The reasons for 
selecting an 'open inquiry' evaluation approach are outlined. The conduct of the study 
is presented, with details of the research techniques used to collect data from the school 
community. The role of the researcher in 'insider' research is discussed as well as an 
exploration of issues of reliability and validity as these apply to this open inquiry 
evaluation. The processes adopted for the analysis of data are outlined. 
Chapter 4 details the findings and discussion of this evaluation of the participatory 
processes of the Ashgrove Healthy Schools Environment Project. These specifically 
address the first seven research questions of this study. 
The final chapter, Chapter 5, presents a short summary of the findings and associated 
discussion. It raises issues associated with conducting a more fonnalised evaluation as 
pan of participatory action research. It also addresses the final research question of this 
study which concerns the implications of the findings for the project and the school, 
other schools and for communities. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVI EW 
At sc:hoo/, there arc jive n1/es.(or every one thing.' 
2.0 INTRODUCTION 
Healthy Schools is an initiative with world-wide participation which seeks to create and 
improve the physical and social environments of school communities through 
collaborative, community-based processes which link education, environment and health 
interests. Schools have been identified as key environments in which health, in its 
broadest sense, is created. Kick bush ( 1991 :1 9) holds a view of health "as something 
that is not causal, but rather as something that is patterned and that schools are part of 
this patterning process". 
The school community is often viewed as a microcosm of the wider community and, as 
such, bas the potential to be "a model and training ground for a healthy future" (Healthy 
Schools pamphlet, undated). However, Trainer (1991:106) states that "school is an 
intensely authoritarian institution, probably more so than any other including prisons". 
Schools, therefore, may have difficulties acting as effective models and training grounds 
for the community. Consequently, there is a role for the community and particularly 
for parents, to assist schools to change so that they con pattern futures that are better, 
healthier and more democratic than at present. The Healthy Schools approach, using 
participatory action research as the vehicle, provides a framework to assist these 
processes of change. 
This literature review provides the theoretical framework for this study and is organised 
in three sections. First, it provides a critique of schooling from the perspective of 
critical theory . Second, it links this to recent pedagological developments in 
environmental education and health education. The emerging links between these two 
areas of education are discussed, as well as the place of the Healthy Schools process in 
strengthening these links . Third. a review of refonn in education. from the perspective 
of community schooling, the role of parents in school decision making and the 
empowem1ent of parents as decision makers ts provided. 
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2.1 A CRITIQllE OF SCHOOLING 
Connell, Ashen den. Kessler and Dowset ( 1982: 157) say of schooling that: 
(It) is not only a matter of doing things to individual lives, but is also a 
way of organising those lives. Schools help to shape the way society is 
arranged, from the m ost immediate and obvious level of friendships and 
relationships to the most general and extended rel ationships or 'structures'. 
Critical theorists in education, particu larly those with an interest in the concept of 
'resistance', are concerned with the structures and organisation of life in schools, 
especially as they contribute to the status quo and the reproduction of hierarchy, 
dom ination and authoritarian ism. Trainer ( 199 J: 1 06), in his critique of schooling, states 
that schools reproduce the modes of organisation and the kinds of re lationships that are 
suited to an emphasis on individualism, materialism and control. He continues: 
The hidden curriculum of schools socialises to the conditions of work in 
industrial society, that is, to the alienated labour the factory mode of 
production imposes. We leam to work for a boss and to do what we are 
told without much say or interest in the purpose of the work .... we learn 
to work as individuals ... we learn to work for extrinsic rewards .... We do 
not learn to expect work to be a source of enjoyment or personal growth. 
Hence, the conditions of the school'correspond' to the conditions of work 
in industrial-consumer society. 
The economy and capitalism, then, are seen as structural forces behind the dynamics of 
the school and classroom. Ballantine ( 1989) writes that the routines and rituals of 
schools represent the dominant value system and that schools pass this on to young 
people, through teachers controlling the use of time and space, ini tiating interactions and 
defining the rules. Even the current wave of school reform is essentially conservative 
in origin, as the transfonnation of the school from a factory model to a corporate model 
indicates. Under the corporate model , the 'mode of production' may be less material and 
industrial, but is still concerned with the signs and symbols of the industrial-consumer 
society. Thus, wri tes Pi nar (1992:23 I) the role of the teacher is reconceived from 
factory supervisor to corporate manager and the modes of cogn1tion and the kinds of 
relationsh ips remain linked to the economy. 
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Schools have obviously been quite successful iu their roles as agents of social 
reproduction, given the universality and stability of their structural organisation over 
almost two centuries. As Stevenson (1987:73) writes. "put simply, their intended 
function was not to promote social change or reconstruction" . Historically, he 
continues. schools have been generally efficient at meeting their intended purpose - that 
of mass education, in transm itting basic knowledge, conveying a broad understanding 
of society and the student's role in it. They were not intended to develop critical 
thinkers, social inquirers and problem solvers or active participants in decision making. 
How ever, in contemporary society, containing a plurality of cultures and subcultures, the 
selection of cultural knowledge, skills and values to transmit becomes a problem. 
Schooling is faced with choices in defining the culture it is to transmit. These choices 
ultimately reflect the mainstream or dominant beliefs, values and nonns shared by those 
who have political power in society. As Apple ( 1979: 1982) comments, schools 
continue to convey nonns of individualism, competition, achievement and independence, 
those norms that prevail in the dominant culture and maintain the existing structure of 
society. In this respect, education also acts in the economic sector of a society to 
reproduce important aspects of inequality, as some groups have less access to culturally 
valued fonns of knowledge. 
Apple and Weis (1983) state that this hegemonic view of schools as places that seek 
only to maximise the achievement of students and to transmit the values of the dominant 
culture, needs to be challenged. They claim that this psychological and individualistic 
view of schools needs to be interpreted more socially, culturally and structurally . Thus, 
Apple ( 1979:163) defines schools as being both productive and reproductive apparatuses 
of the state. He argues that school culture is 110t only a product of capitalism, in 
pro\'iding the technical and administrative knowledge needed to keep capital and power 
circulating in the hands of the dom inant order. He states that it is also a relatively 
autonomous sphere of "lived experiences" and "everyday patterns of interaction" of 
St\Jdents and teachers, and that consequently, there are opportunities for the development 
of a crlflcal curriculum community that takes an advocacy position on a number of 
fronts, both inside and outside education. 
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Critical theories, writes Gibson ( 1986:60-6 I) are essentially concerned with showing 
how schools "structure the experiences of subordinate groups". However, rcsrstam:e is 
committed to the emancipatory interest of these groups: the raising of radical 
consciousness and a commitment to action . Giroux ( 1988:75), a leading theorist of 
resistance in education, has, with Apple, given critical theory a wider perspective than 
that which maintains that schools are "merely agencies of domination and reproduction 
and that all forms of authority serve only to maintain such domination". Resistance 
theories explore the possibilities for schooling to take a role in challenging and 
producing forms of knowledge, social relations and values that are more emancipatory 
and more resistant to the ideas, practices and values of the dominant culture. McLaren 
(1989:200), in his analysis of the work of Apple and Giroux, supports this when he 
states of schools: 
They are also places where particular forms of knowledge, social 
relations and val ues can be taught to educate students to take their place 
within society from a position of self and social empowerment, rather 
than from a position of ideological and economic subordination. 
While there is some criticism that critical theory is "long on analysis and short on 
prescription" (Gibson 1986:61), there is, wi thin the theorising, the broad call for the 
restructuring of social relationships through the transformation of the economic system. 
The connection between schooling and its role in the production and reproduction of 
capitalist practices and values, im plies that schools have a part to play in transfonning 
these. As McLaren (1989:200) writes, the resistance theory of Giroux offers the 
"collective political struggle amongst parents, teachers and students around the issues 
of power and social determination as the way forward". Apple provides more direction 
by signifying that successful educational reform must include a number of dynamics: 
outside struggles over modes of production ~ reforms in the workplace; the 
democratisation of decision making and social practices in the schools; and the efforts 
of classroom teachers to make coalitions wi th progressive social movements in the wider 
society. The challenge for schools in creating social change is clearly established. 
Schools have a part in transfonning the industrial-consumer economic values that, as 
Stevenson (1987:74) wri tes, "aid and abet environmental (and human) degradation". 
Clearly a part of the challenge for schools is to support the transformation of values fo r 
a sustainable planet in which all people live with equal human dignity. 
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2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL EDllCATJON 
Environmental education has been defined by Fien ( 1988:1 0) as: 
.. . an across the curriculum approach to learning that is useful to 
indiyjduals and groups in coming to understand the environment with the 
ultimate objective of developing caring and committed attitudes that will 
foster the desire to act responsibly in the environment. Thus, 
environmental education is concerned about knowledge, and also, 
feelings, attitudes, skills and social action. 
Environmental education has traditionally had a strong emphasis on experiences in the 
environment, namely, out-of-doors experiences providing direct contact with natural 
systems. It has also been concerned with the provision of studies about the 
environment, providing opportunities to understand the workings of natural systems and 
the impacts and interactions of humans within those systems. However, in recent times, 
there bas been a reorienting of environmental education to engage in social critique and 
the adoption of an 'action' orientation. This is known as environmental education for 
the environment. 
Huckle (1991) bas explored tbe nexus bet\.veen critical theory of education and 
environmental education. It could be claimed, in fact, that environmental education, 
with its pedagogy based in, about and for the environment provides the action or 
prescription, through its emphasis on an action-oriented curriculum for social 
transformation, that Gibson (1986) identifies as missing from critical theory. An 
environmental perspective also broadens the base of cri tical theory to include education 
for ecological sustainability as well as for social transformation . Huckle (1991 :43), in 
linking critical theory and environmental education points education for sustainability 
along a "broader and difficult road which leads not only to sustainability but also to 
greater democracy and justice", while critical theory is made 'action-oriented' through 
developing and expanding its position to em brace 'education for sustainability'. In the 
end, it is apparent that critical theory and environmental education are mo\'ing along 
similar pat11ways. In fact , it could be concluded that critical rheory and environmental 
edt~ cation find conjunction in education fin the envi ronment. Huckle ( 1990:54) states 
that educat ion for the environment should be: 
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... a shared speculation with pupils on those forms of technology and 
social organisation which can enable people to live in harmony with one 
another and the natural world . It should empower pupils so that they can 
democratically transfonn society. 
He suggests that closing of the gaps between pupils and teachers, theory and practice, 
and schools and community, through collaborative community projects offers a means 
for education.fc>r the environment. The Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project 
is one such collaborative project that seeks to apply critical perspectives to education 
and to exemplify education for the environment. When scmtinised in the light of recent 
thinking about public health and education for healtJJ promotion, also, it may offer even 
wider possibilities for 'closing the gaps'. 
2.3 PllBUC HEALTH AND HEALTH PROMOTION 
A key development in the field of public health in recent years has been the emphasis 
on supportive environments for health . This was recognised formally in the Ottawa 
Charter for Health Promotion, a 1986 World Health Organisation initiative. This 'new 
Public Health' is a "newly conceptualised and politicised dimension ofhealth", according 
to Colquhoun and Robottom (1990: 11 0), which views public health as "a movement 
relating traditional public health, environmental health and social health by a social 
movement that emphasises primary intervention and participation" (Lennie and Owen, 
1989:xi). The Ottawa Charter stresses five action areas for health promotion: 
• building healthy public policy~ 
* creating supportive environments for health ; 
* strengthening community action ; 
• developing personal skills; and 
• re-orienting health services. 
A key element of this new thinking about publ ic health has been the shift from the 
predominant and heavily individualistic orientation of health o f the 1970s to a broader 
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agenda recognising the social nature of health . A second key change in this 
reconceptualisation of public health, sometimes referred to as tbe 'new new public 
health', has emerged as a development of the first and recognises an 'ecological' base for 
public health . This 'ecological public health', writes Hancock ( 1992:3), acknowledges 
that there is an increasing need to address "the quality and sustainability of the physical 
environment and ultimately the global ecosystem". However, other writers have 
extended even this view of the relationship between health and ecology, to include an 
even greater integrative ecological perspective - one that respects traditional knowledge 
of relationships between humans and nature, that has the idea ofintergenerational equity 
enshrined, that supports holistic views of self. Money (1992:30 1) refers to these as 
'shamanic' components and argues that "the shamanic vision may soon be seen to be 
essential" if the concept of planetary health as a prerequisite for human health is to be 
realised. The Sundsvall Statement - A Call to Action ( 1991) provides the cornerstone 
of this ecological development. This Sundsval l Statement on Supportive Environments 
for Health (1991 :3-4 ) has two basic principles: 
First, equity must be a basic priority in creating supportive environments for health, 
releasing energy and creative power by including all human beings in this unique 
endeavour. Second, public action for supportive environments for health must recognise 
the interdependence of all living beings and must manage aU natural resources taking 
into account the needs of coming generations.:. 
These key changes in the field of health promotion since the mid 1980's recognise the 
importance of 'context' for health and give recognition to the issues of equity and 
sustainability. They also emphasise the links between health and the environment. As 
Hancock (1992:3) writes: 
The environmental movem ent has recognised that the health effects of 
environmental problems carry great social and political punch, while the 
health sector has increasingly recognised the health consequences of local 
and global environmental problems. 
The implications of this new thinking for health education are considerable. 
Fundamentally, it means that schools "would aim to 'practice' health as part of the 
overall school setting and activi ties and not just as an activity called 'health education"' 
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(Kickbush,1989:22). This approach recognises that health is created in the settings of 
e\'eryday life and that schools are one of those settings. Schools then need to become 
'health promoting schools'. Consequently, all participants who function and interact in 
the school - children, teachers, administrators, ancillary staff, parents and other 
community members - are all creators of the school context. Therefore, they are 
responsible for creating the social and physical environments and the policies and 
practices of the school. Thus, the commitment of the whole school, as a system, is 
needed to implement effective health education. As Colquhoun and Robottom 
( 1990:1 1 0) have stated: 
No longer wi ll the individualistic, behavioural, lifestyle approach to 
health education suffice. Health is about more thau individual behaviour 
change - social, economic and political issues need to be encountered in 
the curriculum. 
These are necessary components if the social, environmental, political and action-
oriented principles of the Onawa Charter and the Sundsvall Statement are to be 
implemented. 
The consequences of this paradigm shift towards education for health promotion in 
schools are profound. Obviously, there has to be a restructuring of power relations away 
from the status quo which maintains traditional hierarchies, in order for this radical 
change to occur. The principles of health promotion are predicated on the notion of 
community and personal action for creating healthful change io just and sustainable 
ways. Therefore, it is a social imperative that schools devolve power to the school 
community if these principles are to be enacted. At the same time they must seek to 
empower all members using processes that promote support and participation. 
2.4 THE HEALTH PROMOTING SCHOOL CONCEPT 
An example of a collaborative community approach that has the potential for linking 
critical theory of education, education for the environment and the new health promotion 
orientation of health education is Healthy Schools. This involves a process that seeks 
to empower school participants - students, teachers, parents and the wider community 
- in making changes to the school environment. This concerns all aspects of that 
environment - the social, political, physical and personal elements- in order to create 
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healthful places and to encourage life-long actions in health promotion, environmental 
change and participatory democracy. 
This initiative is seen in the comext of the recent paralleling of health education and 
environmental education. Colquhoun and Robottom ( 1990: I 09) refer to the development 
of a shared agenda and a shared discourse as a trend at both the level of language and 
of policy for these two areas of education which demonstrates their commonalities and 
their "increasingly political discourses". The descriptors of a Healthy School 
Community developed by the AustraJian National Network for Healthy School 
Communities (see next page) clearly illustrate this. 
As outlined, the recent adoption of the five principles of the Ottawa Charter on Health 
Promotion and the Sundsvaal Statement promoting social justice and ecological 
sustainability are public health initiatives having world-wide acceptance. The 
international recognition by environmental educators of education for the environment 
as legitimate environmental education also indicates this common shift from the 
"pervasive ideology of individualism" (Colquhoun and Rowbottom,l990: 1 09) to a 
"socially critical curriculum which emphasises the political nature of recent trends in 
both health and environment" . This provides a context for linking education, health and 
the environment. 
Fundamental to health promotion, environmental education and the health promoting 
schools concept is the notion of part1cipatory democracy through personal and 
community empowennent. The Queensland Healthy Schools Network and this pilot 
project, the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project, aim to exemplify th is. 
The Queensland Healthy Schools Working Party was fanned in 1992. This is an 
intersectoral group made up of teachers, parents, education administrators, tertiary 
educators, officers of the Department of Education and representatives of a number of 
non-government organisations, including The Cancer Fund and the National Heart 
Foundation. There is also a number of allied non-participating members whose interests 
range from road safety to playground design . This working party has overseen the 
development of a project called 'Establishing a Healthy Schools Network' which seeks 
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to promote the concept of. health promoting schools in Queensland and to support 
initianves. The Ashgrove Healthy School En,·ironment Project is one in two schools in 
Queensland which are pilot projects. 
As mdicated earlier, the notion that schools are scnmgs 111 which health may be 
enhanced or dim inished is fundamental to the concept of health promoting schools, or 
Healthy Schools, as the Queensland version is known. The setting includes more than 
the 'usual' business of schools, the curriculum that is explicitly taught to children and 
the physical environment in which it is located. The 'hidden' curriculum of the school 
is also examined, and in so doing is made 'expl icit' and open to review and change. The 
operational practices of the school are seen as pat1 of the setting, as are the relationships 
between the various stakeholders - children. parents, teaching and other staff. As 
Nutbeam et al. (1993:.221) write in the report on Goals and Targets for Australia's 
Health in the Year 2000 and Beyond: 
It has become apparent that infonnation and understanding in the 
classroom can be either reinforced and supported, or completely 
undennined by what happens outside the classroom ... The example 
provided by adults in the school, the health and safety of the physical 
environment, and the organisation and management of the school are 
increasingly recognised as significantly influencing students' attitudes and 
behaviors. 
All these factors have an impact on the health of the school community. As MacLeod 
states ( 1993:3) "this new view of health recognises the health needs of children and the 
crucial role of a supportive environment". 
A basic premise of current thinking about health promotion is that it requires a 
commitment to participatory democracy and democratic decision making in order to 
empower individuals and communities to take actions that truly promote individual , 
social and environmental health. This orientation recognises that health outcomes are 
essentially linked to control and power mechanisms. Consequently, the process of 
commumty development assumes high importance. MacLeod ( 1993:1) also comments: 
C0mmunity development involves working with people to develop 
strength and confidence to address practical issues. In community 
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development, control is exercised from the 'bonom up' with people taking 
control rather than from the 'top dovm' with imposed control mechamsms. 
Health promoting schools require all members of the school commwmy to be involved 
in decision making. All members need encouragement to take a critical eye to their 
environment, their own attitudes and behaviours and the1r assumptions about the world. 
In these ways, they are addressing and beginning to put into action the principles for 
health promotion that have been outlined in the 011a,va Charter. 
As previously indicated, the Sundsvall Statement on Supportive Environments for Health 
has added additional dimensions to health promotion principles. The inclusion of a 
commitment to the principles of sustainable development and equity, both fundamental 
tenants of education .for the environment, give real strength to the connections between 
health education and environmental education. The Ashgrove Healthy School 
Environment Project is a community based project that has explicitly sought to add these 
additional elements into its Healthy Schools process, by including a critical 
environmental education perspective. 
2.5 REFORM IN EDUCATION: DEVOLUTION, PARTICIPATION AND 
COMMUNIT Y SCHOOLING 
2.51 Devolution 
While there has been a reorienting of focus towards the recognition of greater 
democracy and shared decision making in the pedagogies of environmental education 
and health education in recent times, there have also been major changes, reflecting 
these same values, in education generally. This has been occurring at both a systems 
level and at the level of individual schools. At its most general, this trend appears to 
be a positive contribution to the call by supporters of the socially critical approach to 
social theory, for the realignment of social relations along the lines of social 
transformation. More specifically it provides opportunities for the enactment of 
environmental education. ecological public health and processes like Healthy Schools. 
In Queensland state schools, there has been a continuing and pervasive movement 
towards the increased participation of parents in the decision making processes of 
sch(lols, particularly since the release of the 1990 'focus on Schools' initiative of the 
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Department of Education. This had gathered momentum in I 993. as e\~denced by the 
public release of a television campaign encouraging. parents to become actively mvolved 
in their children's education. The move towards school devolution (called variously 
'school-based management' or 'school-centred education') is a key motivating force at the 
heart of these changes. 
However, while these changes appear on the surface to be forward thinking, a critical 
examination of the literature regarding school-based, power sharing practices indicates 
that the principles of power sharing may not offer the 'big leap forward ' that many may 
wish for . Doubt has been cast on there being any significant move towards more 
participatory management of schools or, consequently, to,~·ards any greater degree of 
democratic practice in these institutions. 
Vincent (1993) has provided a critique of the participatory movements in schools in 
Great Britain since the 1970s, which has lessons for these processes in Australia in the 
1990s. She bas examined, particularly, the 'community school' movement in relation to 
devolution with changes focussed on the need to redistribute power within the education 
system. Underpinning this power sharing ideal is the desirability for community 
participation in a fully participative democracy. Vincent (1993:228), in summing up the 
claims of the social democratic advocates, states that they believe only the process of 
participation and "involvement in the management and organisation of state institutions ... 
allow citizens to develop a sense of 'ownership' of organisations previously perceived 
as alienating and/or patronising" . She equates the growth of the community school 
movement as the educational example of theories of community participation, 
paraJlelling the community development projects for urban renewal of the early 1970s. 
However, Vincent provides two criticisms of these kinds of initiatives in participation: 
first, that attempts to increase participation may prove illusory in substance; and second, 
that moves to introduce participatory processes are often moti\'ated by a wish to 
legitimate the more general action of the institution concerned. Community participation 
in decision making, it appears, is often restricted by power-holders who allowed it to 
operate only in those directions they deemed acceptable . The weigh t of evidence is that 
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actual transfers of power are rare. This is illustrated by the following comments from 
Vincent ( 1993:229): 
attempts to ~:-rive parents more say in their chtld's education and/or whole 
school issues have in fact been concemed wtrh promotmg a deeper 
understanding of the school's organisation and curriculum amongst 
parents in the hope of co-opting tlleir support and thereby easing the 
smooth running of the instirution . 
This is further reinforced by Morris t1992), the president of the Australian Council of 
State School Organisations, who gave an insightful critique of the co-opting of parent 
support for "easing the smooth running of the institution" when she stated that: 
It is (the) capacity to be part of the making of decisions about the nature 
of the school and its programs which is increasingly seen as important by 
parents, not the responsibility for handling the jobs around the place that 
school systems don't factor in to their staffing schedules. 
Smyth (1992) also parallels these findings. He comments that the 'deception of school 
decentralisation' has the effect of centralising residues of educational bureaucracies, even 
as community responsibilities are growing. He claims that "small elite policy-making 
groups have sloughed off to schools and their communities responsibilities for 
implementing agenda (called 'guidelines' or 'frameworks') that are decided centrally". 
He not only reinforces the belief that 'actual transfers of power are rare', but argues that 
power is actually becoming further centralised, whilst devolutionary processes are 
apparently occurring. 
The illusory nature of power sharing is indicated too. in criticisms related to the 
devolutionary policies, aimed at devolving power and responsibility to individual 
schools, that is occurring in Queensland at the present time. Burke ( 1993), on behalf 
of researchers who reported to the Minister of Education about reforms in Department 
of Education policy, commented that although current policy was to invert the traditional 
hierarchical structure of organisational authority and responsibility, this is proving 
problematical. Their findings indicate that even v. here an educatiOn system actually 
c/t>\11'<'.\' to transfer power, adequate resourcing. was necessary but apparemly lacking. 
This resourcing was seen as particularly crucial to fund training for all participants in 
39 
the education system. for staff and community training and. particularly for principals, 
as key agents in the change process. Obviously. adequate resourcing for tl1ese areas 
1mpacts greatly on the ability to create the necessary power transfers to the community. 
Fanning coahttons within school communities. and between schools and the wider 
community, around the issues of power and hierarchy. may, then, be difficuJt. Three 
reasons appear as to why this may be so. First, the devolutiony processes may serve to 
concentrate power into the hands of an increasing)y small elite policy-making group, 
denying at first base, a wide canvassing of issues and solutions to educational questions. 
Second. where there .is a move to relocate power bases, this may be particuJarly 
proscribed- institutions may encourage participation only in those areas in which they 
feel it is appropriate. Those in power positions still finnly hold the agenda. Third. 
there may not be the resourcing commitment, to educate all panies involved in the 
organisation changes, to ensure that the processes of negotiation, consensus management 
and consultation, can actuaJiy occur. Inevitably, these difficulties with devolution serve 
to reinforce the status quo. 
2.52 Parental Participation 
Current educational and political discussion highlights the devolutionary processes that 
are current at a macro systems level within education. Much of this discussion focuses 
on the potential role of parents in providing community input into schools and sharing 
a decision making role with teachers and educational administrators. An examination of 
current literature, however, reveals the true status of parental participation in schools. 
A distinction has been made by a number of authors (Beare 1984: Marsh 1988; Wilson 
I 991) between 'involvement' and parllcipation. Traditional ly, there has been 
considerable 'involvement' in schools for parents, in areas such as tuck-shop, parent 
evenings, classroom help and the provision of teachmg resources. These activities are 
typically those that have been designed and initiated by the school administration and 
the staff. or serve the interests of the 'official' organisation for parental involvement, the 
Parents' and Citizens' Associations. d1rectly for fund-ratsing or cost -cutting purposes. 
hnolvement can he seen as essenually a 'one-way' process, and in many situations is 
directly related to a parents' concem for , or interest in their indi\'tdual child's academic 
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or social development , and how the chi ld may 'fit in' to a relatively unchanging school 
sen mg.. 
In contrast. Marsh I I 988 8.2) refers to 'participation' as "a partnershtp between parents 
and school staff in various domains of decision makmg, tncluding curriculum". 
Participation reflects a much stronger role for parents as it implies a two-way exchange 
of ideas and initiatives, with joint planning, sharing and control of school-level 
decisions. According to Wilson (1991) it also requires as a prerequisite, a concern for 
the whole school program, as well as a commitment to their child's education. 
Participation is more concemed. then, with creating change to the institutions and 
processes of the school itself, rather than having a focus on individual children's 
concerns and interests. 
Marsh has developed a parent panicipation continuum (Figure 2.1) which ill ustrates the 
range of activities in which parents can be involved in schools. This ranges from a set 
of 'passive' acti vities to 'active' ones. However, the processes that encourage or 
discourage involvement, from passive to active, are part of the institutionalised operation 
of schools, not merely a matter of preferred choice by parents between activi ties. 
Existing practices in schools may well serve to limit the kinds of involvement and 
panicipation by parents. As Delgado-Gaitan (1991 :43) states: 
Conventional school activities that have been institutionalt sed to involve 
parents in limited ways tend to relegate all the power to the institution 
and have usually ignored the needs of groups ... who are unfami liar with 
the school's expectations. 
Marsh (1988:82) comments that while parent inputs into school-level decision making 
have been high-lighted in recent times, it seems that few successful developments have 
occurred in school communities. This is in spite of there being a "critical view of the 
power of teachers described in the often-repeated phrase that education is too important 
to our children to be left solely to the professionals" . He comments further that the 
o,·erall impact of parents on the schooling process in Australia appears to have been 
very slight. in spite of efforts hy education sy!'tems and indi,·idual school!'. 
admini!>trotors and teachers. 
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Figure 2.1: Parent Participation Continuum 
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The following section provides a further examination of participatory process in schools, 
particularly in relation to the 'community school movement', and the wider social 
purposes of schooling. 
2.53 Communi ty Schooling 
The proponents of community education, states Vincent, argue that a key benefit of 
parents and other members of the community participating in the management of 
schools, is that it can act to lessen the isolation of the school from its local community. 
Brough ( 1993 :2), a parent and community representative on the Board of Teacher 
Registration, Queensland, illustrated this sense of jsolation when she commented that 
parents often feel al ienated from the v.:ork of school and that: 
Many of us are locked in our own childhood, where the school principal 
was the figure of authority, and where the role of schools and teachers 
was not questioned. 
However, others believe that schools need greater participation by community members, 
not just to reduce their isolation from the community, but for a much larger social 
purpose. This is to enable schools to respond better to the need to develop democratic 
citizens. This reinforces the view of the school as a 'microcosm of the wider 
community' and as a model and training ground for its future citizens. However as 
Davis (1 992) has stated, schools are generally: 
less democratic than the comm unity at large, which appears to be more 
dynamic, more diverse and more open to change than are most schools. 
This reflects the comments of Greenberg (1 991 :61) who records that "democratic 
practice occurs just often enough each week so you can't say it's utterly unheard of by 
the teacher". Davis further contends that until parents become full pa11icipants and 
decision-makers 111 their children's schools, there is little chance that children will be 
given much freedom from the regimes, regulations and rules that prevent them from 
becom ing involved in school decisions and activities that affect their lives. As the main 
ad\'ocatcs for their children, parents need to participate democratically for democratic 
change so that their children may live democratically in their schools. 
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Considering the earlier discussion regarding the shortcomings of devolutiony processes 
that are 'top-down'. ~ystemic processes. Davis advocates for parents. particularly. to 
ensure that power sharing in schools also commences from the 'bonom-up' as 'grassroots' 
initiatives in schools. She states that local actions by parents, teachers and children to 
create changes and to realign the power relationships in schools is vital giYen that the 
evidence is thai actual transfers of power are rare. 
Davis ( 1993) argues for greater parental participation in schools, not only to support 
devolutionary initiatives but. more importantly so that schools mn act as models and 
training grounds in democratic values and practices. It is imperative, then, that parents 
and the wider community be actively involved inside schools- not just in tuckshops. at 
fetes and assisting teachers with classroom tasks, but fundamentally involved with the 
policies. planning and organisational structures which impact upon the 'lived experience' 
of schools. Preston and Symes (1992:242) articulate similar views of the reality and 
possibility of schooling. They argue that the: 
oppressive regime of schooling, which reflects the oppressive nature of 
society, needs to be confronted, unravelled and deconstructed and 
replaced with a regime like that of the emancipatOI)' one ... which 
recognises that schooling is a political act which cannot be separated 
from its social functions without presenting a false impression for all 
those involved. As an instrument of social advancement, schooling is 
deeply fl awed ... the modernisation of society which school is supposed 
to have assisted has fai led. 
As these writers indicate, community education has been exposed as a legitimation 
strategy of the state where reformist approaches have proved illusory and actual transfers 
of power are rare. Vincent (1993:229) remarks that the literature on home-school 
relations generally reaches a similar conclusion, in that "parents are still marginalised 
in discussion of whole-school or local educational issues (and that) this reflects a 
profound imbalance in parent-professional knov.•l edge and power". 
Morris. quoted earlier in relation to the legitimation process of many parent-school 
activities, comments fm1her thai the model of !'chool management that her organisation 
(the Australian Council of State School Organisations) supports 1s that which endorses 
a view of parents as acti,·e panners in schooling. not merely 3S customers. Parent 
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organisations are not l.ooking for control of schools. '>."hat is claimed, she states, is a 
complementary role for parents, where both parent and school staff learn together and 
reflect together on what is happening in schools. In this way. she says, community 
support for the work of schools can be developed, with increased community regard for 
the people who work in them. Morri s ( 1992:9) continues: 
... Schools need governing bodies which have real power in the area of 
educational policy, but which have fair and acrive representation of all 
the players in the school community. ln this way, school communities 
can develop collective responsibility for decisions abont d1e future of the 
schools. which will meet the needs of all of the students... The 
maintenance of constructive dialogue between educators and parents and 
the building of a genuine partnership berween the home and the school, 
provide the best hope our children have of an education which is 
challenging, but relevant. It is the only way that we can be sure that all 
young Australians will have a chance to be part of creating our future. 
Initiatives that provide parents with infonnation and support so that they can approach 
a school from a more confident, infonned position would constitute a step forward in 
this direction, with parents becoming more closely involved with the functioning of 
schools. However, initiatives that are of their very nature participatory with all members 
of the school community involved, offer even greater potential for a real transfer of 
power to school communities, whi le at the same time, practising and exercising the 
democratic processes of participation and collaborative decision making. Tbe Ash grove 
Healthy School Environment Project that is the basis of this study is one such initiative. 
It derives its perspectives from critical theory, critical em·ironmental education 
(education for the environment) and from ecological perspectives in public health. As 
such it offers the school community a process for change that is innovative, value-driven 
and participative. 
2.6 CONCLUSION 
The critical theorists of education have issued a challenge for social change, and have 
identified the school as a key factor in both resistance to change and as having a part 
to play in the processes of restructuring society. Trainer and Huckle as socially critical 
theorists within environmental education rake up the themes set by Giroux. Apple and 
others and provide a framework for socia l change through education .for the 
environment. Education in itiati\·es that J ink students, teachers. their ram ilies and the 
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community through parncipatory democratic processes are seen as havmg the potential 
to be socially transfonnative. 
The notion of seeking a 'shared discourse' between health educat1on and environmental 
education has also been commented upon. The need to embrace the necessary 
interrelatedness of individual and environmenL within tl1e context of social, political and 
cultural ideologies has been outl ined. The Healthy Schools approach is one such 
initiative that has strengthened the concept of a shared agenda and discourse for health 
education and environmental education. Healthy Schools can be further strengthened 
in forging I inks between health education and environmental education by more overtly 
reflecting rhe two basic principles of supportive environments for health as proposed at 
the Sunds\'all Conference- equity and sustainability. 
The Healtl1y Schools approach has the potential to create change in schools, through 
bringing the school and community together, at a time when there is a concerted move 
to devolve power to schools. An examination of the literature regarding power sharing 
initiatives, though, indicates that devolution has been of limited success when it is 
generated from the top. However, where there is a desire for change from the 
'grassroots', that is, parents advocating for themselves and their children to create 
change, the prospects for effective power sharing may be enhanced. A school may 
better reflect the processes and structures of the community, and at tbe same time, create 
change by being better able to become "a model and training ground for a l1ealtby 
future". Huckle's view of education that "is lifelong, community based and enabling .. . 
and develops a wide range of practical, intellectual and social skills which allow people 
to Jive co-operatively and peacefully with one another" perhaps will be realised through 
participatory action research projects such as the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment 
Project. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESE.-\RC'H DESIGN 
3.0 lNTROOllCTfON 
This chapter outhnes the research design of the evaluation of a participatory action 
research project, the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project. Jt describes the 
methodology, method and techniques used in this evaluation. As this evaluation forms 
part of a current participatory action research project. its findings will inform and 
improve ongoing cycles in the action research process. This evaluation uses qualitative 
e\'idence gathered from focus group discussions, individual interviews, public documents 
stl'ch as school newsletters. policy documents and prospectuses and some personal 
documents related to tbe research. including diary entries. notes of meetings, 
commentary on e\·ents and records of com·ersations. These documents have been 
compiled into a case record and appear as Volume 2 of this report. 
Involvement in this study, particularly through the interview processes, bas the capacity 
to lead to further reflection, understanding and action by the researcher as well as by the 
participants. In this regard, there is potential not only that the findings will assist in 
evaluatmg the participatory processes of the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment 
Project, but that involvement of the participants in the mterview sessions may itself 
foster action learning regarding the processes and purposes of evaluation. As 
Stevenson and Lennie (1992:557) discuss. "action leaming, through action research 
methods, enables people to investigate and understand their own situation, thus 
empowering them to change their social environment". Thus, participation in this 
e' aluative research may enhance further the commitmenr of the participants to the 
Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project and to evaluation as an integral part of 
this. 
3. 1 TH E FOCUS OF THE STl'DY 
This study seeks to record, document. renect on and critically analyse the participative 
processes by which the Ashgro,·e State School community has sought to bring about 
change. It also in\'olves an examination of the power sharing relauonships. with 
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panicular respect to the participation of parents and their role in decision making in the 
school. Specifically, the study seeks to understand eight questions. These are: 
I. What are the moriYations for panicipation 1n the Ash~rrove Healthy 
School Environment Project? 
2. What mitigates against initial participation in decision making? 
3. What perceptions of the participatory process are held by participants in 
the Ash grove Healthy School Environment Project? 
4. WhCtt are the perceived barriers to the process? 
5. What have been identified as imponant factors for maintaining and 
building momentum for participation in the project? 
6. What evidence is there of a shift of balance in decision making within 
the school community? 
7. What are the opportunities for expanding participatory processes within 
the school context? 
8. What can be learned about participatory action research that assists the 
Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project and may inform other 
schools and communities about the processes? 
3.2 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND l\·fETH OD 
The critical research orientation of the Asht:rrove Healthy School Envi ronment Project 
has been outlined in Chapter I. It lies within the critical research paradigm and uses 
panicipatory action research to examine, challenge and change existing practices and 
processes of the school in democratic and empowering ways. Carson ( 1990) notes that 
critically ri!Oective action research is ~et apan from ordinary problem-solving, or 
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'arrested action research'. because of the spiral of planning. acting, observing and 
reflecting. 
This eva luation consrinnes part of the reflective gtage of the overal l participatory action 
research project (figure 3.1 ). It is imperative. then. that the research orientation of this 
evaluation is compatible with the overall participatory action research. A mismatch of 
methodology between the participatory action research process and this evaluative 
research would make for a disunity between this phase of the action research process 
and the whole process. Hence, the process of evaluation must demonstrate a dialectical 
unity with the democratic principles of participatory action research, the empowering 
and democratic ideals of the Healthy Schools process, and the objectives of a socially 
critical agenda for health promotion and environmental education . 
Thus, this study is conducted by and for those who are parties to the action. It is not 
research and evaluation done by an 'outsider' which, state Carr and Kemmis (1 986,159): 
... may interpret and inform practices, but does not constitute them, has 
hmited power to transform them, and rarely lives with the consequences 
of any actual transformations that occur. 
Wadsworth (1991) writes that evaluation involves actually conducting research on other 
people's evaluations of things, to identify what people think, why, and their preferences 
or possible future options . These options can then be evaluated and subsequently 
enacted. As the new enacting relies on the same people, this is all the more reason for 
their participation in the e"aluation . 
3.21 Open Inquiry EYaluation 
An 'open inquiry' approach has been selected for this evaluative research. In contrast 
to 'audit review' evaluation which involves the researchers in comparing what they have 
done with what they expected to have done, open inquiry evaluation is described as 
'change and improvement-oriented inquiry'. It asks about the \'alue of current practice 
in terms of 'descriptions of the wor ld' which have not yet been made conscious, but 
about which there may be strong 'intuitive feelings'. Wadsworth (1991 :5) continues: 
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GENERAL IDEA 
(improvement of schoolgrounds, social climate and greater 
parti cipation for parents and community in d ecision-making) 
~ 
'TAKING STOCK' 
(Fact Finding and Analysis) 
e.g. • sun safety 
• greening of grounds 
• 'Healthy Schools' Action Process 
+ 
OVERALL PLAN 
(adoption of Healthy Schools Approach) 
CREATE A SHARED VISION OF A HEAL THY SCHOOL 
• 'visioning' activities with groups of parents and teachers 
• oral surveys of children's needs by children themselves 
• written survey of the parent and teacher body 
+ 
SELECTION OF PRIORITY HEALTH & ENVIRONMENT ISSUES 
• ACTION PLAN 1: Sun Safety 
• ACTION PLAN 2: (a) 'Whole Grounds' redevelopment 
(b) Junior Playground 
+ 
FOR ACTION PLAN 1: Sun Safety 
STEP 1: Develop an action plan for sun safety 
~ STEP 2: Implement the action plan for sun safety STEP 3: Reflect and critically evaluate the implementation 
and effects of sun safety policy and practices 
)~ ~ 
4- 'TAKING STOCK' reflecting I evaluating I discussing I r eplanning / learning 
+ I REVISE GENERAL PLAN I 
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FOR ACTION PLAN 2: 'Whole Grounds Redevelopment' 
STEP 1: Develop 'Whole Grounds' Plan 
~ 
STEP 2: Implement this plan in phases -develop Junior Playground 
STEP 3: Reflect and evaluate the implementation and effects of 
these redevelopments including supportive environment 
strategies 
)~ 
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... any evaluative research commences \\'ith observing a discrepancy 
bet\1veen an 'is' and an 'expectation' - a 'problemarising' of experience, 
where you hold an image of the world ahout which you have already 
decided the value, up against a description of the world-as-it-is-here-and-
now. 
However, she stresses tbat these discrepancies are not necessari ly about things that 'need 
to be fixed' and that it is possible to have "expected the worst and done better - or 
expected a good outcome and noticed an even berter one! " 
This fonn of evaluation calls for a process of thinking which is creative , flexible and 
systematic, only in hindsight. 1t challenges participants to name feelings, articulate 
hunches, explore ideas and express concems. As Wadsworth ( 1991 :29) illustrates: 
Tbe aim of this kind of evaluation is not to be constrained by existing 
conclusions and current theory or established goals or objectives or 
targets, but to ask the previously-unasked, observe the previously-
unnoticed and consider the value and relevance of ideas and societal 
developments that may at first appear of no relevance whatsoever. 
Thus, open inquiry evaluation is consistent with the processes of participatory action 
research. In fact, as stated earlier, it is part q(the action research process that leads the 
inquirer and the mem hers of the group involved in this to reflect on their past actions 
and to use these to inform future actions. lt is evident that an open inquiry approach 
is a most appropriate evaluative method for examining the participatory processes that 
are part of action research within the critical 'transformative' paradigm. This is so 
because it seeks specifically to uncover and to illuminate the perceptions, biases, 
aspirations and values of the participants in order to change them . 
3.22 Limitations of the O pen In quiry Ap p roach 
The open inquiry approach to evaluating this action research project is appropriate in 
that it increases the chances of problem-solving outcomes and the chances for 
improvement in areas identified as im portant. It also assists innovation, creativity and 
dynamism amongst those involved in the evaluation . 
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However, it also is an approach that has some identified weaknesses. The fi rst is that 
a problem-focus may overlook important matt ers that no one has yet identified as a 
problem. Second. it may not be systematic and comprehensive. Thi rd, it invol\'es 
uncertainty, suspension of judgement. lack ofclanry, and possibly apparent 'irrationality', 
disal-'Teement and confl1ct. 
In order to overcome or ameliorate these weaknesses, Wadsworth ( 199 1 :42) indicates 
that close communication with the critical reference group, the group ~hom the effort, 
activity or service is for, is demanded. 'Insider' research ensures this. To secure 
systematic review, constant clarification of the problem-solving evaluation is necessary 
to steer the evaluation in the right direction. lt is also necessary to tolerate uncertainty. 
to move to some level of a~,'Teement and to treat what is possible as provisional. 
3.23 Evalua tion fo r Whom?- The C r itica l Reference G r ou p 
As has been stated, this evaluation is research by and for the people who are seeking to 
create change in the school environment - specifically the parents and teachers who 
comprise the Grounds Committee for the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project. 
In effect, they shape the evaluation by focusing on their values, interests, concerns and 
purposes. Thus, this evaluation is a participatory and democratic process, aimed to 
ensure a user-appropriate outcome. An open inquiry approach increases tbe chances 
that the critical reference group - through their participation in the evaluation - both 
detennine the 'descriptions of the world' which are the basis for the evaluation, and also 
are able to judge the value of these images or descriptions. Furthennore, as the 
evaluation is intended to contribute to the improvements, changes, and developments of 
the Healthy Schools project, the chances are increased of ga ining understanding which 
will assist its future actions. 
3.24 Role of the Researcher 
This researcher is a member of the critical reference group. too. As a parent of children 
at Ash grove State School and as co-facilitator of the Ashgro' e Healthy School 
Envu onment Project. she is working. v. ith her project colleagues and other famil1ar 
members of the school community. This is 'ins1der research' which places the 
researcher in a 'naturalistic' setting, which as Guba and Lincoln ( 198 1: 130) state. makes 
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the researcher both "interpersonally and contextually interactive .. (which) gives rise not 
to neutrality, but to a profound responsiveness and interact1vity'' 
The result for an inqui ry such as this is frequently- and optimally- a situation in which 
respondents do not adopt the constructs of the inqUirer. However. in the case where the 
inqu irer is of the crit ical reference group, respondents' constructs may well be very 
similar. This natural istic 'insider' approach. according to Guba and Lincoln (198 1: 131) 
encourages respondents: 
to relate their histories, anecdotes, experiences, perspectives, 
retrospectives, introspections. hopes. fears, dreams, and beliefs in their 
own natural language, based on their own personal and cultural 
understandings. The naturalistic inquirer's responsiveness not only calls 
thi s uniqueness forth : it is exactly what he (sic) wishes to have. 
The naturalistic approach means that the researcher is out and amongst people, where 
they are, m their own settings and asks 'grounded' questions, relating to thei r problems, 
needs and perceptions, not abstract hyp othetical ones . The naturalistic researcher also 
makes or draws on written records which are made systematically, carefully, rigorously 
and as fully as is warranted by the situation. Grounded questions are also asked of any 
written materials and documents. As Wadsworth ( 1991 :1 6) comments : 
We ask the same grounded questions as we would of the people who 
'WTOte them . We read the material ourselves - we get as close to the 
experience of them as we can. 
Regarding the interpretation of what is heard and what is written. the grounded 
researcher checks carefully what is heard - not assuming too quickly that it is understood 
by them, probing further and being sceptical of any assumptions and conclusions that 
are made . 
3.25 T rus tw o rthin ess a nd Au th en ticity 
Issues of tntstwnrth iness or credibility wi th this study could be seen as problematical 
due to the lack of objective distance from the research that IS inherent in 'insider 
research'. However, McLaughlin 1 1986:187 l puts an allemarive ,·ie\.\.. which is that the 
study has the potential to provide a depth of understanding that IS 0ften lacking in other 
53 
research approaches. This latter view is subscribed to by the researcher. Guba and 
Lincoln t1989:236-243) comment that credibility issues. in what they refer to as 'founh 
generation e\'aluation' that is pan of 'new parad1gm' research such as this, in\'olve the 
measurement of the evaluation process against critena of trustworthiness and 
authentic! I)' 
Trustworthiness of the evaluation is enhanced when cred1htli(v criteria are applied. The 
credibility criteria, write Guba and Lincoln, parallel 'internal validity' in more 
conventional research. They represent the correspondence between the constructed 
realities of respondents and the reconstructions attributed to them . Guba and Lincoln 
suggest that credibility can be increased by a nwnber of techniques that are well 
recognised by those engaging in social research. These include prolonged engagement. 
persistent observation, peer debriefing. progressive subjectivity and member checking. 
It is the contention of this researcher, that these techniques have been used continuously 
throughout the action research process and that they ensure the credibility of this 
eva! uati on. 
McLougb.Jin (1986), in exploring issues of trustworthiness in qualitative research, 
describes the usefulness of triangulation. She describes this as a research strategy that 
provides support for a finding by showing that independent measures agree with it or 
at least do not contradict it. She notes that sources of data may include the testimony 
of active members, testimony of inactive members, testimony of children or analysis of 
documents. These kinds of sources of data have been used in this evaluation. 
Furthenuore, different people with different roles ha\'e been sources of data, too • the 
school principal, teachers and parents. Importantly, there has been triangulation with 
another researcher · the co-facilitator · who has been parallelling this research in her 
own research project. These strategies are identified by McLaughlin as important in 
order to avoid or reduce bias. 
Guba and Lincoln. hov.e\'er, a\'oid discussion of triangulation as a credibility check as 
the) claim it has too posit1vist an implication. They concede. though. that where the 
idea of rriangulation is useful to researchers. they should consider that member-checking 
processes should be dedicated to ,·enfying that mn.\truclluns are those that ha\'e heen 
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offered by respondents and that triangulation should be thought of as referring to cross-
checking specific data items of a factual nature . For this study. feedback from 
patiicipants, both in regards to rhe data collected and the constructions derived from the 
data have been obtained as a marter of course due to the comm itment to the processes 
of open inquiry within participatory action research. 
Another set of criteria that Guba and Lincoln discuss in relation to enhancing the 
trustworthiness of evaluation research , are the authentiCity criteria . These concern the 
'faimess', or the extent to which different constructions and their underlying value 
structures are solicited and honoured within the e\'aluation process. These different 
constructions must be presented, clarified, checked (as in the member-checking process), 
and taken into account in a balanced and e,·en-handed way. Guba and Lincoln claim 
that there are two techniques for achieving faimess. The first involves seeking wide 
coverage of potential stakeholders and seeking their constructions. The first of these 
has been done as part of this evaluation, whereby the perspectives of the school 
principal, teachers and parents have been sought. The omission of children's views in 
this evaluation derives from the limited role that children have played in the action 
research process itself. This is considered and discussed in later parts of this report. 
The second is the open negotiation of recommendations and the agenda for subsequent 
action. This latter strategy is beyond the possible time frame and scope of this study. 
However, it is the intention of the researcher to submit tbe findings from this evaluation 
to discussion and negotiation with the participants. Informally, of course, this has 
aJready been occurring as part of the due process of the partic.ipatory action research. 
3.3 RESEARCH TECHNIQUES 
This section outlines the data-gathering techniques that were used for this open inquiry 
evaluation of the participatory processes of the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment 
Project. These were: 
* synergetic focus group discussions: 
* individual indepth interviews: 
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published wrinen documents and 
• extracts of personal diary entnes. notes and records of conversations . 
3.3 1 Synergetic Focus G roup lnten-iews 
An appropriate participatory tool for obtaining in-depth information and feed-back is the 
focus group. Stevenson and Lennie (1992:557) comment that this method, which has 
been widely used in market research, has recently been recognised as a tool in relation 
to health education. Basch ( 1987 :436) states that: 
... understanding the target group's perspective is integral to achieve a key 
goal of health education - empowermenr - and focus groups are an 
appropriate method for understanding and developtng sensit ivity towards 
those we serve. 
Basch provides several advantages of focus groups over individual interviews. These 
include: the potential for increased interaction between respondents; the im pact of group 
pressure in inhibiting misleading information ; the reduction in time and cost for group 
interviews. Ramirez and Shepherd (1988) also note that focus groups allow participants 
to give multiple answers or to provide answers wb1ch researchers may not have 
considered. 1t would seem, too, that the potential for action learning amongst the 
participants of the focus groups is considerable. This results n ot only from the review 
and reflection that the evaluation offers but also from the dialogue and dynamics of the 
focus group discussion itself. As Russell and Lidstone (1993:2) state "each individual 
is exposed to the ideas of the others and submits his or her ideas for the consideration 
of the group" . Therefore, rhe group processes of focus group discussion can play an 
important role in engendering change. 
With focus group discussions, write Russell and Lidstone ( 1993 :4 ), moderators can 
operate along a con tinuum of 'openness' which may range from those wirh firm 
moderat1on to those with sil enr moderation . In the first, the role of the moderator can 
be descnbed as having the responsibility of ensuring that the !:'TOup stays on task and 
that the discussion stays within rele\'ant limi ts. On the other hand. focus groups with 
si lent moderation allow maximum freedom for the participants to' ol unteer those aspects 
of lhe topic that are of im portance to them . The emphasis is, therefore, placed firmly 
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on the participants. This latter allows maximum sym.!rf!.Jsm, or interplay of ideas, 
hetween participants and is the fonn used for the two focus group discussions in this 
study . 
However focus groups do have limitations. according to Stevenson and Lennie. These 
include: poor generalisabiliry, the need for caution in evaluation and the influence of the 
facilitator and other participants. However, in this evaluation, the focus groups were 
drav•n from the members of the school community whose ideas this evaluation has 
explicitly sought. As well, silent moderation was used. Other methods for collecting 
evaluative data were also relied upon enabling the results from these discussions to be 
put in to a wider data-gathering context. 
3.32 lndi\'idual lnterYiews 
Five individual interviews were conducted for rhj s study. These were with the co-
facilitator of the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project, the school principal, 
a teacher actively involved with the project, a teacher who had moderate involvement 
and a non-classroom teacher who was, therefore, not directly affected by the changes 
occurring in the outdoor environment of the school. As the focus group discussions 
obtained mainly the views of parents, the individual interviews widened the cross-section 
of views available to this evaluation, by including mainly teachers and the school 
principal. 
In-Depth llnstructu red Interview with a Key Informant 
The first of the interviews was with the co-facilitator of the project. This key informant, 
as well as being initiator and co-facilitator of the Ashgrove Healthy Scl1ool Environment 
Project, has also been conducting her own parallel research into the Healthy Schools 
project. She has served throughout this sntdy, consequently. as both a fellow researcher 
and <nflc:olfn<~nd. Her 'insider' knowledge has assisted in the conceptualisation of this 
study, in both implic1t and explicit ways: she has been joint faci li tator of the focus group 
inten·iews and has acted as a 'sounding board' for ideas and ven fied perceptions and 
interpretations throughout both the study and the project. Her perceptions have been 
pamcularly peninent in understanding matters related to 'participation'. It was felt , also, 
that th1s inter\'le\\' could contribute to increasing the 'shared understanding' between the 
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facilitators, as together they reflected the shared discourse of health promotion and 
environmental education. the co-facilitator having worked and studied in health 
promotion. while thts researcher has a background in education and the environment. 
In-depth unstructured in terviews aim to gam insight into the perceptions within a 
situation . In these types of interviews the agenda is loosely structured, with the 
interviewee essentially determining the structure. In other words. the interview is 
unstructured from the interviewer's point of view. However, this does not mean that the 
interviewer has relinquished control. In fact as Powney and Watts ( 1987 : 18) comment, 
it is the interviewer's intention to "help the imerviewee express his or her own concems 
and interests without feeling unduly hampered" . Such an interview is seen as an 
invitation to a person to explore certain issues and to impose their own structure on the 
session in collaboration with tl1e interviewer. It must be noted that for this interview 
there was a mutual selection of themes as both the interviewer and respondent roles 
applied to both researchers. As Bauman and Adair (1992 : 1 0) elaborate: 
Respondents are encouraged to talk about a topic that the researcher bas 
selected, but the specific themes, areas, and orders of discussion are 
determined by the respondents and their perceptions of priorities. The 
interview is simply a framework within which respondents can express 
their own understandings in their own terms. While it tends to be 
conversational in style, researchers might ask provocative questions or 
ask respondents to explain their statements, behavior or attitudes. 
This form of interview was considered most appropriate for exploring issues pertinent 
to this action research project because it provided an opportunity to 'uncover' attitudes, 
feelings, values and concerns that impact upon and shape the project, particularly, in 
relation to its participatory nature. Obviously, the attitudes, perceptions and values of 
the key facilitators, in dialogue with each other are particularly valuable to this study. 
A criticism of key infom1ant interviews is that the interpersonal relationship which can 
develop between interviewer and informant may interfere with the objectivity of the 
infonnant's reporting. Another, states Keats (1993:20-22) is that the key informant may 
not re\·eal the:! information sought due to issues related to power and marginalisat ion. 
Ho,,e,·er. in the context of evaluati\e research with and by members of the critical 
reference group, these criticisms are not particularly relevant. ObJectivity is not an issue. 
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Subjective comments are e.xacrly what the in1erviewer wan ts. Further, because the 
informalll and the inter\'iewer are both part of the critical reference group, they do 
possess valuable insights and infonnation - they are not marginal to the group. 
In-depth Semi-structured inten·iews 
Dowsett ( 1986: 50) refers to the semi-structured interview as a one-to-one situ arion "in 
which the interviewer has a series of topics or issues which they wish to discuss with 
the interviewee". These are considered to be broad topics rather than a set of standard 
questions to be replicated in every interview. As Minichiello. Aroni. Timewell and 
Alexander (1990:92) note, semi-structured interviews are modelled more on the 
unstructured than the structured model, allowing for in-depth examination of people and 
topics. This was the interview approach that was used for interviewing the school 
principal and the three teachers. 
This approach was chosen for two reasons. First, time con straints were more evident 
with these respondents. lt was felt that some structure would allow for the exploration 
of key issues without imposing too much on participants' time. A more open interview 
approach may have meant that the available hme had passed before key issues were 
reached or that their treatment would be superficial. Second, while the respondents were 
all known to the interviewer, there was some degree of 'reserve' in the relationships and 
it was felt that semi-structuring could help to alleviate this tentativeness . 
While there is more 'control' in th e semi-structured interview, it is an approach that still 
gives the interviewee som e power over what occurs in the interview session. There is 
not a set sequence to addressing the issues and topics and interviewees can move in their 
own directions as they explore their perceptions, attitudes, values and concerns. The 
method also gives flexibility to the interviewer who may be able to recognise a comment 
or gesture that indicates another aspect of the issues being revealed . Hence, this style 
of interview allows for the exploration of issues that have not previously been 
'uncovered'. In the absence of large am ounts of time to develop close relationships, or 
to ac\llall~ conduct the interviews, the semi-structured ullerview ts a useful method that 
allows the principles of openness, collegiality and values exploration still to be 
evidenced. 
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3.33 Publ ished Documents 
For this evaluation. some records have been collected to provide illuminative insights 
mto what has been done and how people thmk. These include school newsleners. 
repons and offic1al school documents such as policies and prospectuses. As Bell 
( 1987:53-54) notes. these are primary sources in that tltey came IIllO existence in the 
period under research and were deliberately made for the public record. 
As Scott ( 1990:2-3) states, the form of evidence obtained through interviews and 
questioning have the researcher "contemporaneous and co-present" with the panicipants. 
However, with publ ished documents the evidence has already been 'fixed' in some 
materi al fonn which the observer has to 'read' . As Wadswonh (1991) notes these 
documents are of \'alue when 'interrogated' by the researcher, to exam ine their impl icit 
purposes, to give insights into current thinking and to highlight 'discrepancy' between 
how things are and how people want them to be. The collection of published documents 
that have been used in this evaluation have been purposely util ised in this way. to 
illustrate aspects of participation that have been revealed through the analysis of data 
obtained through interview and discussion. 
3.34 Personal Dia ry Entri es and Notes 
Personal notes, though they form a minor part of this evaluation, have been based on 
direct observations of and engagement with the experience of the Ashgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project. These 'participant observations' are, as Scott ( 1990:2-3) 
states, "always direct, even if the observer records this communication fo r ease of 
handling". These notes include: comments on meetings; some reflective diary entries~ 
notes of critical incidents; personal summaries of data used for public purposes; and 
some conversation records. They also include some unsolicited verbatim records of 
comments from this researcher's children about events and perceptions of school. All 
these notes are subject to closed access, but were written, as Scorr ( 1990: 15) states, with 
the "self-conscious intent of infonning a wider public". Wadswonh ( 1991) comments 
on the value of these fonns of record keeping as enabl ing a companson between the 
events or circumstances as descnbed and the reflections on their value relati\e to their 
phi losophical purposes or objecti,·es. The fact that they have been recorded illustrates 
the degree of 'valuing' of the e\·ents and interactions in relation to the greater purpose 
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- which is, after all, the purpose of 'evaluation'. As with the puhlished records, these 
personal documents are used as secondary resources. that is as adjuncts to the data 
collected through interview. 
3.4 THE CONDUCT OF THE STUDY 
The previous sections have outlined the research methods, some issues conceming the 
role of the researcher and the 'trustworthiness' of 'insider' research, and the techniques 
used in this study. This section describes the conduct of the study, in relation to the 
following five phases (Figure 3.2). 
3.41 Phase 1: 'Taking stock' of the current participatory action research process 
In reality, Phase 1 of this study represents part of the on-going evaluation and reflection 
of the larger participatory action research process, the Ash&.rrove Healthy School 
Environment Project, which has been outlined in Chapter I. As discussed, action 
research necessitates continuous cycles of reflection on its actions and processes. This 
study, in effect, bas formalised this reflective process, from relatively ad hoc reflections 
and accounts kept by the two faci litators of the project, into a more widely based 
evaluation of the participatory processes of the project itself. It was felt that the 
perceptions and reflections of a wider group of members of the school community, 
particularly those who were actively involved in the Ashgrove Healthy School 
Environment Project, were needed to assess more adequately the project and to give 
further impetus to its development. 
3.42 Phase 2: Negotiating Access and Ensuring Confidentia lity 
This phase concerns the processes that were employed in order to seek participants for 
this evaluation and then to provide for confidentiality. As there were three distinct 
groups of participants- the co-facilitator. the focus group interviewees and the individual 
inteJ\.·iewees, each group was managed differently and hence will be discussed 
separately . 
As has been mentioned , the co-facilitator '~as also conducting her \)Wn independent. but 
parallel , evaluation of the project. Both researchers were aware of the ,·alue to each 
other and to the overall project of recording their perceptions about the Healthy Schools 
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RESEARCH PHASE 
1. 'Taking stock' of the 
current participatory 
action research process 
2. Negotiating Access and 
Ensuring Confidentiality 
3. Fieldwork 
4. Preparation of Evaluation 
5. Evaluation of Participation 
DATA COLLECTION 
• informal researcher observations 
about project 
• discussions with co-facilitator 
• collection of published school 
documents 
• Informal discussions with 
possible participants 
• confirmation of Issues prior to 
interviews 
• indepth interview with 
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process, therefore access was readily agreed upon. As both facilitators were already 
openly exposing their views for the public record through co-facil itation of the project, 
it was acknowledged that views expressed during this evaluation were also for the public 
record. Confidentiality was not an issue for this participant. 
The second group of participants were members of the Grounds Committee, who were 
notified by letter seeking their willingness to be part of a focus group discussion, for the 
purposes of evaluating the project. As a school holiday period was underway, the 
whole of the Grounds Committee was not canvassed. This had the effect of reducing 
the possible pool of participants, but it was also made easier the organisation for groups 
to come together, as child care arrangements, always a consideration with GroWlds 
Committee meetings, were less of a problem for the moderators as well as for the 
discussion participants. The letters of invitation were followed up with personal 
communication either by phone or direct conversation. 
As mentioned, the co-facilitator was also conducting her own evaluation of the 
participatory action research project. Thus it was decided that the focus group 
interviews would be conducted jointly, as the sam~ group of people were being drawn 
upon by both researchers and it was not considered feasible to expect participants to 
duplicate interview sessions. Regardless, it was felt that the comments from participants 
would be pertinent to both researchers, and as most interactions with the group, to date, 
had been conducted jointed, this was a continuation of usual practice. 
With the third group of participants, those for individual interviews, each prospective 
interviewee was approached personally by this researcher. The school principal was 
approached in the first instance, both to seek his participation and to seek permission 
to approach teachers for interview. This granted, three teachers were approached and 
they all agreed to be interviewed. For all participants, except for the co-facilitator, the 
following conditions applied. These were: 
I . All participants would be given pseudonyms, but anonymity could not be 
guaranteed within tbe context of a local school. 
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2. Following the interview, all participants would be able to review either 
a transcript or summary of the interview to ensure accuracy of reportage. 
3. As the research had a number of purposes, including this dissertation, 
the results of the evaluation were likely to be published and disseminated, 
beyond the school setting. 
4. Upon completion of this study, participants, and the school community 
at large. would have access to the findings and discussion for comment 
and these would become part of the reflections/evaluations of the Healthy 
Schools participatory action research process. 
3.43 Phase 3: Collecting the Data 
This phase of the study, lasting a five month period, involved data collection. The first 
data-collecting event, that with the co-facilitator, was conducted and taped in a quiet 
office. As has been discussed, this was an informal, unstructured conversation-style 
interview. This reflected the informal relationship between the facilitators and the fact 
that, in many ways, similar conservations had already taken place as a result of the 
regular and on-going exchanges that were part of the project management. It was 
considered by both that imposing a formal interview upon what was essentially an 
informal relationship would not have been conducive to effective communication. Each 
participant asked and responded to questions about aspects of the project. These 
involved the exploration of a broad range of ideas and perceptions about the Ashgrove 
Healthy School Environment Project, including reasons for becoming involved and the 
perceived opportunities and barriers to the participatory process, as well as the day-to-
day project management. This interview was approximately ni.oety minutes in length 
and was partially transcribed and entered into the case record. This appears in Section 
2 of Volume 2. 
With the focus groups, two opportunities to participate were arranged, resulting in a first 
focus group of four (as well as the two researchers as moderators) and another with 
three members. The first of these involved a teacher (male) from the school and three 
parents (two males and one female) . The second involved all parents (one male and two 
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females) . Both focus group sessions were conducted in the home of the co-facilitator 
and m the context of infonnal gatherings with drinks and light foods available. 
Prior to the focus group sessions. the moderators detennmed the broad parameters for 
discussion These were then presented to the participants in the preamble to the focus 
group discussions. whh each researcher presenting her own discussion areas to the 
participants in this preamble. lt was stressed, however, that discussion could potentially 
cover wider ground than the particular issues or topics raised by the moderators, as it 
was desirable to uncover participants' attitudes and feelings about the project and to 
provoke the group into making reflections to assist their own 'shared understandings'. 
After these moderator statements. control of the discussion was passed to the group. The 
general themes for the co-facilitator revolved around matters such as the participants' 
views on the purpose of the project, their ideas on what makes the project work and 
their perceptions of the constraints or difficulties in the process. This overlapped with 
the areas identified as important to th1s study which concerned the participatory 
processes themselves. This involved issues such as the motivating reasons for 
participation in the project and the barriers and opportunities that bad emerged to limit 
or enhance participants' involvement. Participants were also asked to discuss their 
perceptions of the impact of shared decision making on parents, teachers and others in 
the school and what further opportunities for participatory processes existed. 
As Russe II and Lidstone (I 993:5) had indicated, the groups began with relative 
uncertainty, but as the members presented their experiences and perspectives, they found 
common issues for discussion and debate. As silent moderation had been agreed upon, 
the moderators did not reenter the discussions after the preamble until it was obvious 
that the sessions had run their course. At this stage, the sessions were closed. During 
the discussions, the moderators distanced themselves by engaging in note taking. 
The first focus group discussion was taped and lasted eighty minutes. Following the 
departure of the participants. the researchers then reflected on the session. These 
reflections were also taped . A summary of this focus group discussion was prepared. 
with pertinent quotations inserted. The second group interview was taped and also 
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transcribed, due to availability of research assistance for th is task. However, because 
of the length of this session, over one hour, it was decided not to return the transcript 
to the participants, but to present a summary, as for tbe first set of participants. 
Summaries of both sessions were later returned to participants for validation . Copies 
of these summaries and the full transcript of the second focus group discussion have 
been included in Section 2 of the case record. 
With the first of the semi-structured individual interviews, that with the school principal, 
a set of questions was prepared as guides for discussion (see Section 2 of the case 
record). This set of questions arose from the researcher's reflections based on the focus 
group interviews and general reflections about participatory decision making in the 
school. This interview was conducted in the principal's office and was approximately 
forty minutes in length . As this interview was of a manageable length and as only two 
copies were needed, this interview was fully transcribed and returned to the principal for 
validation. Tt was tben added to the case record and appears in Section 2 . 
The first of the teacher interviews was with Teacher 1 (Cassie), a teacher in the lower 
primary grades who was also the teacher of this researcher's youngest child. A good 
rapport had been established throughout the year with this teacher. A lthough not a fully 
active participant in the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project, this teacher did 
contribute to the process by ber involvement in some group planning sessions and was 
a conduit for infonnation and feedback between the teachers most affected by the 
grounds redevelopment and the Grounds committee. 
The interview followed similar themes to those discussed with the principal. These 
discussion questions ( in Section 2 of the case record), provided a loose structure to the 
interview and were sh0\.\.'1\ to the teacher prior to the start. This interview was 
conducted in the teacher's classroom after school and was taped. Some minor 
interruptions occurred. The interview lasted about twenty minutes, was tape recorded, 
transcribed, returned to the teacher for validation then entered into the case record (see 
Section 2). 
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Teacher 2 (Katrina) is one of the two teachers who is actively involved in the Ashgrove 
Healthy School Environment Project (the other teacher was present at the first focus 
group session). Katrina is also a parent of children in the school. Consequently, her 
perspectives on the participatory processes are unique in this study. representing both 
teacher and parent views. 
This inteniew was conducted after school in an empty store room and some mmor 
interruptions occurred. The intel"\iew lasted about forty minutes and followed a similar 
pattern to that of Teacher I, with the same general questions being asked. This 
interview was also tape recorded, transcribed and returned to the teacher for validation 
and then entered into Section 2 of the case record . 
The third and final interview was with Teacher 3 (Lorna). Though not a classroom 
teacher, Lorna was included as it was felt that in her specialist teacher role, she had 
contact with a broad range of both teacher and parent views in the school. This teacher, 
though, was well aware of what was occurring with the project through the school 
newsletters and informal discussion. As a neighbour of the researcher, where the 
relationship was less formal with this staff member that with other teachers on staff, this 
was also seen as an advantage in eliciting frank and unreserved comment. 
This interview was held in the teacher's home, one weekend afternoon and lasted about 
30 minutes. The same set of questions were asked of this teacher as had been asked in 
all previous individual interviews. Unfortunately, a tape recording malfunction occurred 
which meant that the interview was not recorded. However, as a summary of the 
interview was made immediately after the interview, general comments and themes were 
recorded, though verbatim comments cannot be given. This summary was returned to 
the teacher for validation and has also been entered into Section 2 of the case record. 
As mentioned earlier, data gathered from this series of inteJ"\•iews have been triangulated 
~ith public doc~ments, diary reflections and notes (Sections 3 and 4 of the case record). 
All of these have been used to illustrate points made in intel"\·iews or to highlight aspects 
where the interview comments reflect a dissonance between public actions and private 
thoughts. They also highlight aspects of the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment 
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Project that have been the basis of ongoing evaluations and reflections by the co-
facilitators throughout the life of the project. Collectively. they provide a measure of 
the trustworthiness of the data as a basis for sound evaluation. 
3.44 Phase 4: Analysis of the Collected Data 
Once summarised and/or transcribed, the data from the discussions and interviews were 
searched for patterns. At this broad level of analysis, the patterns that emerged related 
to the identification of motivations and barriers to participation, perceptions of the 
Healthy Schools process and the opportunities for developing this process further. lt 
became apparent, in fact, that organising the material as answers to the research 
questions offered an effective way of providing structure to the data analysis. Hence, 
data was coded and sorted around the key concepts contained in these research 
questions. This hel ped to further clarify the objectives of the research and the research 
questions overall. 
A number of documents were reviewed and provided additional information and 
perspectives about the school. These, and the personal reflective diary entries, notes and 
records of the researcher, helped to illustrate relevant issues and themes that were drawn 
from the focus group discussions and interviews, and that related to the eight research 
questions. 
3.45 Phase 5: Discussion and Evaluation Related to Participation 
The final phase of this study into participation in the Ashgrove Healthy School 
Environment Project involved the discussion of the findings that emerged from the 
analyses of the data. This involved the synthesis of ideas and perspectives gained from 
the literature review, the perceptions of the researcher as an 'insider' into the workings 
of the Healthy Schools project and the school generally, and the findings from the 
analyses of the various data sources. From these discussions has emerged an evaluatiOn 
of participation in the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project. This evaluation 
concludes with anum ber of implications about participation and panictpatory practices. 
including participatory action research . These relate to the prOJect itself, to this and 
other schools and to the wider community. 
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3.5 CONCUISJON 
The research desit.rn of this evaluation has been described in this chapter. It has 
pro\'ided the rationale for the selection of the open inquiry approach to evaluation within 
the context of the participatory action research project at the school. It has demonstrated 
the appropnateness of the choice of techniques used for data-gathenng. It has also 
outlined the phases in the research process which illustTate the conduct of this study. 
These phases include 'taking stock' of the participatory action research project itself, 
negotiating access to and ensuring confidentiality of the participants, collecting, 
analysing and discussing this data and finally evaluating the participatory processes as 
a result of the findings. 
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CHAPTER 4: RES EARCH FINDINGS A~D DISCl lSSION 
When the form.-.(~( an old culture are dyin[!. the ncw culture ts c·n•(lfed hy a few people 
who arr not afraid tn he msecure - Rudo{f Bahm. 
4.0 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter presents the findings of this evaluation into aspects of participation within 
the Asht.rrove Healthy School Environment Project and discusses these results in the 
light of the literature reviewed in Chapter 2. The research findings are presented and 
discussed as answers to the following research questions: 
I. What are the motivations for participation m the Ashgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project? 
2. What mitigates against initial participation in decision making? 
3. What perceptions of the participatory processes are held by participants 
in the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project? 
4. What are the perceived barriers to the process? 
5. What have been identified as important factors for maintaining and 
building momentum for participation in the project? 
6. What evidence is there of a shift of balance in decision making within 
the school community? 
7. What are the opportunities for expanding participatory processes within 
the school context? 
In Chapter I, this set of research questions also included the following: 
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8. What can be learned about participatory action research that assists the 
Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project and mav inform other 
schools and the community about the process? 
This last question will be answered in the final chapter. Thts answer represents the 
general implications of this evaluation both within the school and in the wider context 
of other school and community projects. This answer, then, both completes this 
discusston and serves to synthesise this report. 
4.1 MOTIVATJONS FOR PARTICIPATION 
The purpose of this section is to investigate the reasons why people in the school 
community initially became participants in the Ashgrove Healthy School E nvironment 
Project. It addresses six categories of responses. reflecting both personal concerns and 
process opportunities. The first set of responses clustered around the fo llowing 
concerns: 
(a) the impact of the physical and social environment of the school: 
(b) the conjunction between adults' current experiences in this environment 
and their experiences when they were school children; 
(c) the disjunction between before-school and school experiences of the 
social and physical environment, for children and adults: and 
(d) an awareness of and concem for the effects of environment in shaping 
attitudes an d values; 
There were two other reasons for initial participation which reflected the availability of 
opportunities for change through participatory processes . These were: 
(e) the devolutionary processes of the Department of Education: and 
(f) the Healthy Schools process Itself. 
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The first of these related to organisational change within schools initiated by the 
Department of Education . The second related to ha\'ing a process that could address the 
personal concerns of individuals regarding the existing emironmental conditions in the 
school and that could also guide the devolutionary process. Findings about each of the 
six categories identified as infl uencing participation are outlined below. 
(a) The Impact of the Physical and Social En vironment 
lt was apparent that people with whom discussions were held had similar responses to 
the school environment. These centred around the impressions of the outdoor pl1ysical 
environment - it was perceived as sterile and degraded. In the social environment of 
the playground. too, parents perceived that their children were unsupported in some of 
their social interactions and/or were bored. 
The responses to the physical enviroument, panicularly on the issue of lack of shade, 
indicated the shock that parents felt about the exposure of their children, unprotected, 
to the sun. Their comments were typified by the following from Veronica, a parent: 
The reason I got involved was because I thought the playgrounds were 
very boring, the forts and things. I mean, it was hard to have interesting 
play . The Grade 1 p layground was obviously completely inadequate ... 
One day I walked up (to the school) at lunch and (my child) and a couple 
of her friends were sitting in the full sun on this tiny seat and T was just 
horrified. Tbey had no hats on or anything. There's just got to be 
somewhere nicer, better, shady and a much better environment.. .. 
Sue. a parent, in commenting about the environment said: 
... something wasn't right about school -the social environment and sun 
safety. J didn't expect that the children would be wantonly exposed to 
the sun without protection. This was a shock! 
The following comments, recorded in the researcher's journal, illustrate some children's 
perspectives on the school environment (see Section 4 of the case record). These 
reflected issues concerned with the lack of interesting things to do during breaks from 
class. the rationing of play items, the number of rules, the comfort and appearance of 
the place and some safety issues . 
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Daniel: We don't have any equipment except a couple of balls and slabs 
and slabs and slabs and slabs and slabs and slabs of concrete. 
Simon: Tum the bitumen into t:.rrass . When you fall over it hurts your 
knees too much . 
Daniel: All we've got are rules for where we can't go and what's left 
hasn't got any shade. 
Simon: It's too boring at school. There's too many rules. You can't 
climb the trees or poles. 
Simon: It's too boring at school. The worst is playtime. There's nothing 
to do. 
Daniel : (The school ) is too ugly- only brown, maroon, v .. ·hite, black and 
clear (the glass in the windows). It needs to be more colourful. .. 
The gardens need watering a bit more often. They look ugly, 
only brown . 
There was a recognition that the grounds, especially the Year 1 playground needed 
attention. Many of the comments about the state of the grounds bad been confinned 
earlier through the surveying and 'visioning' activities of the Grounds Committee. As 
was mentioned in the project summary in Chapter 1, concerns with sun safety, greening, 
comfort and the deteriorated state of the playgrounds were common concerns for many 
parents and teachers in the school (see also selected entries from reflective journal in 
Section 4 of the case record). 
While teachers acknowledged the need for change in the physical environment, the 
responses from parents (who mainly had children in the lower grades) focused on the 
social as well as the physical environment. In terms of this aspect of the environment, 
parents commented that they felt that their children were unsupported in the play~:,rround, 
especially when they started school. Comments from Julie, a parent, reflected th is: 
I wanted to see how (my child), who wasn't 1,.rregarious. operated in the 
playground. He was sitting by himself - not exactly excluded - but not 
able to enter the t:.rroup. J have always known that he needs social 
support to enter a group but no teacher has ever asked me abou t what I 
know about my child. 
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Sue, a parent, supported this: 
... mainly. though, (my child) was miserable in the playground. She 
started getting sick and having headaches and didn't want to go to school. 
and even though she loved her teacher, 1 couldn't understand why she 
was so unhappy and people wouldn't play with her... 
However, Cassie, a teacher, did acknowledge the relationship between the physical and 
social aspects of the environment when she commented: 
l think the kids are getting a bit to the stage where they need something 
down there because they are getting over-familiar with what's there. I 
think that' s causing a lot ofbored behaviour in the playground that we've 
been experiencing this year ... 
(b) The conjunction between current and pas t school experiences 
For parents, their responses to the physical and social environment of the school were 
coloured by their memories of what school had been like for them as children. They 
were dismayed that in the passage of thirty years or so, there appeared to be a number 
of aspects of the social and physical etlvironment of the school that had changed little. 
Peter, a parent, expressed these feelings in the following: 
I remember school when I was a kid and it was such a fonnal and 
spartau place to be in and I walked around the school here ... and 
basically the school was the same. It was still just as bad. It brought 
back a lot of feelings that J had when I was a kid ... 
Leona, also a parent, remarked on the memories that had been engendered by the 
questionnaire in tbe school survey. Her comments were: 
That question in the questionnaire just sort of rang bells for a lot of 
people and J had rhe same sort of memories as Peter in my school. .. just 
watching the ants and isolation in the playground and I think the fact that 
the pi aygrounds haven't really been looked at as being a central part of 
the school (experience). Things seem to be very geared to insi de 
buildings ... whereas in the playground, often that is where a lot of skills 
to relate to people are leamt, or not learnt. 
Another parent, Anita, reflected on similar impressions connected with her past : 
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When we got the initial questionnaire about what do you remember from 
your school days, immediately it came back to me. that harsh asphalt and 
the isolation and so on in the playground. 
Yet another parent, Joe, summed up his response to the social environment of the school 
with a general comment. He said that there was a need: 
. to get away from the stmctured discipli ne of the 50s and 60s when you 
sat in a classroom and you were just talked to. 
(c) Disj unction with befor e-school experiences 
The school experiences of their children were seen to be in a major disjunction \Vith the 
experiences of both parents and children in their pre-school settings. Sue elaborated on 
this when she commented: 
(My child) had had a woncierfnl life at pre-school She was never 
excluded, never miserable, creatively indulged and expanded. (Yet at 
school) at parent interviews and informal talk I only got negative things 
"Why do you think she won't have a go? (Your child) is most unwilling 
to try things!" I was shocked by that! 
Another parent, Anita, commented: 
It struck me when (my child) first started going to school. (My child) 
had really caring-type teachers in kindy and pre-school and then you get 
to primary school and suddenly the teachers' attitudes are so much 
different... and their approach is so different. 
This was exemplified by comments written in an earlier journal (see extract in Section 
4 of rhe case record) where Julie had said: 
Ovcmjght virtually, these young children, just five years old, were thntst 
into an autocratic system where they had tu line up on dots on a hot 
parade ground, gjrls and boys in separate lines, regimented in1o 
classrooms that were ugly and uninviting ... where the playground was 
virtually unsupervised and uninspiring, where lunch was eaten on the 
concrete, pennission was needed to have a pee. 
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Children also recO!,.'Tlised that things were different at school compared to pre-school and 
that there was differential treatment between themselves and teachers. From infonnal 
verbatim recordings in the researcher's journal (see Section 4 of the case record), come 
the following comments: 
Simon: You can only talk to your friends if you do it sneakily, but the 
teachers can have a chat anytime they want to. 
Simon: Well, it's swimming day, (and I don't want to go), and it's too 
cold and anyway the teachers don't go in. 
Simon: At school there are five rules for every one thing! 
Some parents' comments also reflected the lack of meaningful communication between 
the school setting and home, compared with the pre-school experience. These remarks 
indicated both a lack of communication per se, or the fact that communication tended 
to be mainly a one-way process, from teacher to parent. Leona's comment indicates the 
first category: 
... There appears to be no interest in sharing what's happening on a day 
to day basis in the classrooms, whereas when the kids are in kindy there 
was always at least a newsletter-type sheet on the sign-on desk, telling 
you some of the things they have done. 
Julie's concerns focused on the second, the lack of two-way communication processes 
at school: 
There is the problem of teachers not wanting to know anything about the 
children or the children's interests. At kindy and pre-school you had 
entry interviews for instance, plus plenty of other opportunities to say, 
look, this is what happened on the weekend and the kids loved it... or I 
am a bit concemed about such and such. But there is no opportunity, no 
one wants to know that your kid is enjoying science or hating social 
studies or feeling unhappy in the playground. 
Reinforcement of these one-way processes fo r communication with the school have been 
clearly spelled out recently in a newsletter item from the principal lsee Section 3 in the 
case record). The requirement for parents to make an appointment to see a teacher if 
they have matters of concern, or to write a note if the issue is uot of a worrying nature, 
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has been explicitly stated. \Vhile it is recogn ised that teachers have limited time for 
discussion. the message is clear that planning and preparation are more important than 
informal interacTions and exchanges with parents. Freeing. teachers from speaking to 
parents so they can prepare for the day is understandable. but the hidden message is 
that personal commumcation with parents is an unwanted mtrus1on. 
(d) The effects of environment in shaping attitudes, values and futures 
As well as responding personally to the physical and social environment of the school, 
parent respondents also articulated knowledge of and concern for the broader effects of 
'em·ironment' in shaping children's anitudes and values. Environmental quality was 
acknowledged as an imponam current issue for parents. There was recognition that the 
school environment, both the social and physical aspects, impacted upon children's 
learning, both academically and socially and that these were legitimate environmental 
concerns as well as educational ones. As Veronica, a parent, said: 
If they are coping a lot bener with playing and learning in the 
playground, what happens in the classroom will be affected too. 
and Leona stated: 
... the playground, that is where a lot of skills to relate to people are 
learnt or not learnt. 
The concerns of parents reached beyond their apprehension about the quality of the 
school experience for their own particular children. Julie noted that she perceived, in 
each group of parents with young children who entered the school at the beginning of 
a year, that there were feelings of shock and concern with aspects of the school 
environment. These feelings eventually diminished as both parents and children made 
adjustments to the setting. However, as these adjustments occurred at the personal , not 
at the institutional level. the next group of parents and children also went through the 
same processes of shock followed by adaptation. As Julie stated: 
I JUSt don't thmk It's right that you have to go through that trauma and 
that each group (of new parents and children) has to keep going. through 
it 
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However, environmental concerns were not confined to the immediate school 
en\'ironment. There were also concerns for the future for children and the influences 
that wet e sllaping and lim itiug future options. Botll Sue and Julie stated that tlleir 
reasons for initiating the project related to these feelings of general concern about 
diminishing future options. but also to a recognition by them that there were solutions. 
Sue stated that she was aware that: 
... no bandaids can be applied and that you have to start locally and take 
some responsibility. I felt unempowered but it became clear that no one 
else could be much more able to solve (the) problems that ·worried me ... 
1t became apparent that both facilitators shared a common view that solutions to 'the 
environmental crisis' related to active engagement, for themselves and others, in 
challenging the status quo and creating positive changes in democratic ways at the local 
level. 
(e) Devo lution io the School System 
As a factor in motivating people to become involved in creating c.hange within the 
school environment, the devolutionary processes of the Education Department were 
recognised as a contributor. This was noted especially by members of the school staff. 
The principal commented that: 
We are moving to the stage where parents are becoming a Jot more 
involved in our schools and the education of their children. lt's their 
children that are coming here five days a week, so they should have the 
opportunity to get involved where they wish to ... 
Katrina, a teacher. confirmed this in her comments when she noted that, in tenns of 
devolution and parent/teacher decision making, teachers and schools had heen focnssing 
more of their attention on these processes in recent times. She continued: 
J've got a positive attitude towards (parent involvement ) because I think 
that's the way schools are going and 1 1hink that everyone has to try ~no 
change their attitude .... That's the way we are being channelled and ihat's 
the way schools are focussing. 
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(e) Finding a Suitable Process to Guide C hange 
Apan from the personal and institutional motivations for people wanting to see changes 
to the school environment, a key factor in detennining panicipation in the Ashgrove 
Healthy School Environment Project was having a mechanism that could guide the 
changes. Particularly for the facilitators of the project, the Healthy Schools approach 
met with their separately developed, but jointly held views, about appropriate strategies 
for creating change democratically. 
Not only did the Healthy Schools approach provide a way of addressing the different 
concerns of individuals but it provided a step-by-step t.ruide for the clumge processes 
themselves. The positiveness of the approach, especially with its focus on the 
development of a 'shared vision' for all members of the school community, enabled 
people to turn their individual concerns into collecti\'e actions. This was expressed in 
the following statement from Anita (who has since established the Supponive 
Environment Committee, another sub-group of the Ashgrove Healthy School 
Environment Project): 
The project is showing me that all sorts of things can be done, once you 
start talking to other people. I would never have thought that the 
changes could have been made which I have seen ... The playground was 
just the start of a wholly different approach to doing so many things at 
the school... Once upon a time I would have said nothing could ever 
change (but) working with the committee ... has shown me that all sorts 
of things can really happen. 
4.11 Discussion 
These findings about the motivations for peoples' participation in tbe Ashgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project can be discussed in terms of indi"idual, collective and 
institutional motivations. At the individuaJ level, parents and children in particular, 
responded to the structures and organisation of life in schools and did not really like 
what they experienced. The reproduction of hierarchical stn.tctures in which parents feel 
marginalised and children (even as young as five) know where the authority and power 
rests is clear throughout the data. The references to the 'slabs and slabs and slabs of 
concrete' where children have parades and are 'lined up on dots in the hot sun' reflects 
a military or prison-like past of educational institutions. It is apparent that the physical 
design of the grounds and buildings dictates and perpetuates, to some degree, these 
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hierarchical procedures and patterns of behavior that are vestiges of schooling in earlier 
periods. 
The alienation of parents from the school Jives of their children, through the 
continuation of practices that keep parents and teachers 'at ann's length'. is another 
indication of the marginalised experience of life in schools for some parents. This 
marginalisation is experienced as feelings of impotence to create change and the 
perception that parental concerns are not being seriously addressed. This clearly 
demonstrates the control that teachers have over the school lives of both parents and 
children. The sense of partnership that parents and children felt with their teachers 
during the preschool years is not evident in the school setting. In fact, for many parents, 
the experience of school in the I <>90s is reminiscent of their own years at school in the 
1950s and 1960s. This may be of comfort for some members of the school community. 
However, for those involved in this study, it was felt that some of these practices and 
procedures are inappropriate for deaJing with the new and changing demands of 
individual, communHy and societal life that children are experiencing now and which 
will continue to change in the future. The feeli ngs of impotence by parents to create 
change concurs with Stevenson's (1987) comments that historically the school's intended 
function has been to not promote change or reconstruction. As Popkewitz (1983: I 0) 
argues "schools resist change through active perpetuation of stability" . This appears to 
still be the case. 
Schools may be daunting places for some children and parents that reinforce their sense 
of powerlessness in a school. However, teachers and administrators are seeking ways 
to redress these power imbalances as comments oftl1e teachers and principal show. The 
current wave of reform in schools relating to devolution, power sharing with parents and 
the wider community, provides an opportunity for meaningful change that is beyond the 
desires or resistances of individual teachers and administrators. Devolution puts the 
processes of democratic decision making and the realignment of relationships within the 
school setting firmly on the agenda of all teachers and all schools. It also provides for 
parents the opportunities. that may have been lacking previously. to challenge their 
allotted and historical role at the margins of life in schools. 
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In tenns of critical theory, these demonstrations of shared decision making indicate the 
producfivc role of schools in reststmg reproducti\'e pattems of authority and control. 
There are being demonstrated. through the Ashgron Healthy School Environment 
Project, those more emanptcutory practices, socral relations and \'alues that represent 
an action-oriented democratisation of decision makrng and social practices wnhm this 
school communrty. 
The Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project has provided a process that enables 
individuals' concerns with the environment and institutional concerns with devol ution 
I'O be addressed through a community approach to probl em -solving. The project has 
created an opportunity for parents, and to a limited extent. for children. to change the 
social and physical environment of the school while providing. the teachers and 
administration with a process that demonstrates devolution . 
4.2 FACTORS MITIGATING AGAINST GREATER I:'~VOLVEMENT 
The section above has identified a number of factors that have generated participation 
in the school project. This section identifies those elements that have acted to limit 
participation. There are many immediate personal components, such as work and fam ily 
commitments. However, it has become apparent that there are also structural 
dimensions that impact upon personal decisions and which inhibit part icipation. These 
have been categorised as factors which reinforce parents' 'sense of place' at the margins 
of the lives of their children in schools and have been categorised into three groups: 
(a) Experience of school as a child 
(b) Lack of role models 
(c) Tacit approval by both parents and teachers for a marginal role 
(a) Experience of School as a Child 
This section drscusses the relationship between the school experiences of paren ts when 
they were children and their feelings \\hen the~ retum to school as parents. The 
following comments exemplify this: 
82 
... the first time I walked into (We principal's) office when my son started 
going to school. I almost felt like saying "Please. sir!" . 1 found it quite 
uncomfortable the first time l went to see him. And calling him Cbas. 
Another parent reinforced these feelings of discomfort by saying: 
1 don't think I called him anything! 
The principal, too, expressed similar feelings about the ruscomfort of many parents upon 
arrival in the school, many for the first time since leaving primary school themselves. 
He commented: 
... even if they are adults, (some parents) still fear school for whatever 
reason ... When I am interviewing some of the Grade One mums with 
their first child they are terrified. Being in the principal's office, the 
child is quite happy. It is the mum, sometimes the dad, but more so the 
mum . They have this fear of schools. 
(b) Lack of Role Models in Own Parents 
Parent respondents noted that their own parents' role in decision making in schools had 
been very superficial and that the authoritarianism of the period encouraged this. 
Consequently, this current generation of parents has not had adequate role models for 
wider or more participatory involvement. Comment from Peter and Anita, both parents, 
reflected tills: 
... (When I went to school) parents weren't involved at all other than in 
a superficial way. I think they had a P&C. I can remember that, but 
most of what they used to do was put stalls up on sports day and put out 
red cordial and those sorts of things. And that was about the extent. Of 
course parents weren't concerned about the playground .. . Our parents 
didn't see it as a problem. 
But everyone confonned more in those days. Jt was a very authoritarian 
society. 
(c) Tacit Acceptance by Parents and Teachers of Limited Parental Involvement 
It was discussed that the current kinds and levels of parental panicipation had altered 
little from the days when these parents were school children. lt was generally 
considered that these marginal levels and types of involvement were being perpetllated 
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year after year as each new group of parents followed the models set by pre"ious !;.'TOups 
of parents. Katrina. both a parent and a teacher in the school commented: 
The only kind of thmg that I have known in the past has always heen 
things involving the P&C, where the P&C took on a project and then 
they enlisted the help of other people, hut this is the only rime I have 
ever k-nown the school to be opened, or a project to be opened, to the 
whole school community .... 
Parent involvement tends to be in two major areas- individual classroom help and fund-
raising activities of the Parents' and Citizens' Association . Jn relation to the first. 
individual teachers may make a request for parental assistance within their own 
classroom. This individualised approach is reinforced in the School Prospectuses 1991-
1994 (see Section 3 in the case record) where the following infonnation is written: 
At times teachers will request parents to assist in the classroom activities 
and with outside activities. 
Experience has shown that these requests for ass1stance are personal, at the behest of 
individual teachers, rather than being an open policy of the school . Where teachers 
choose not to work with parents, parents are denied the opportunity to really know what 
is occurring in the classroom with their children. Obviously, thi s ad hoc approach acts 
to reduce parental involvement overall as parents do not know expectations about the 
value of their participation from one year to the next . One year they may be greatly 
involved in their children's classroom activities, the next there may be little 
encouragement for participation. 
The second major area of parental involvement is through the fund-rai sing and 
admin istrati ve activities of the Parents' and Citizens' Association. Th is includes 
activities such as the tuck-shop, annual fete, cake and plant sales as wel l as 
administering funds. The 1993 Prospectus document (see Section 3 in the case record) 
indicates that these fundra ising activi ties are the prime concern of the Parents' and 
Citizens' Association, g1ving this most attention m the one-page write-up Secondary 
attent1on IS given to the monitoring of policy decisions of the Education Depanment. 
Nothing is said about the mterface of parents with the decision making processes at the 
school level itsel f. 
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4.21 Discussion 
The harriers that parents feel that limit parental panictpation in decision making. can be 
collecttvely examined as factors that reinforce a 'sense of place' at the margins of the 
school experience. The first of these is in relation to a sense of place that parents bring 
with them cogmtively when they enter the school as parents. The memories of the 
authority figure of 'the principal' influence the interactions of parents even when they 
are adults. At school, this is where many parents first learnt to be marginal. The 
physical stmctures and appearance of the school, its waiting and office areas may have 
changed little in the passage of thirty years or so. acting to reinforce hierarchical 
relations when adults remake contact with schools as parents. As Preston and Symes 
(1991: 187) state "the school's topography, which is saturated with power dimensions ... 
becomes another dimension of the school's structured imposition ... " . This appears to 
be just as relevant for parents as it is for current students. The foyer. with cabinets of 
sporting trophies and pennants adorning. the walls, along with honour boards and lists 
of school duxes, represent the iconography of the school. These physical dimensions, 
which parents remember, help to reintroduce the feelings of tentativeness, indeed of 
marginalisation, that parents experienced as school children. 
Another aspect of parental contact with schools that helps to define a 'sense of place' at 
the margins concerns the Jack of role models for parents. Both their own parents and 
the 'generations' of parents already in the school provide socially approved guidelines 
for parents and their involvement in school activities. These models include the levels 
and types of involvement that are customary in schools, ranging from passive to active, 
but always in the sense that parents act as ass1stanrs to teachers and administration. 
However, in terms of parents as decision makers, ground rules have not yet been 
established. Parents (and teachers) are uncertain where the boundaries for this kind of 
participation lie. This lack of appropriate modelling, and the uncertainty that it 
engenders, may inhibit parents from taking steps towards greater participation. 
Not only is there a lack of appropriate role models for parents in terms of participatory 
dec1sion making, but there appears to have been tacit approYal b~ both the parent body 
(especially through the Parents' and Citizens' Associallon) and by the reachers and 
adrnmistrator~ . for these limited roles for parents The Parents' and Citizens' Association 
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as the official voice of the parent body in the school acts to legitimate the authority of 
the principal and the teachers, rather than being a true voice for parental interests and 
concerns in the school. Parents' and Citizens' Associations have traditionally been 
concerned with major fund raising in schools and the Ashgrove association is no 
exception. It responds to the. curriculum and management needs of the school by 
providing short-tenn services, such as maintenance, but mostly through the provision of 
funding. It has not been involved in providing, as the Asbgrove Healthy School 
Environm~nt Proj~ct has, a strategic planning service, nor has it been the originator of 
innovation. 
However, there is evidence that the Parents' and Citizens' Association does endorse 
greater involvement with school-based decision making regarding cuJTiculum - as its 
approval of the recent development of the Human Relations Education cuniculum 
shows. Further, it bas endorsed both the Healthy Schools project and the Grounds 
Committee activities. However, school documentation does not mention these 
participatory roles for parents. This indicates the traditional base from which the 
Parents' and Citizens' Association at Ashgrove is currently working. For parents, both 
new to the school or with children already in attendance, there are no clear statements 
that indicate that the role of the Parents' and Citizens' Association is actively changing 
its focus to include greater engagement in school decision making processes. 
This section has highlighted some of the structural factors that serve to limit substantive 
parental participation in decision making. Parents' own experiences as school children, 
reinforced by a relatively unchanged physical and social environment and by the 'usual' 
business of school operations has limited parental roles and levels of participation. 
Parents' perceptions of the possibilities for participation are well and truly delimi ted, and 
the parameters are set, by the perceptions of a 'sense of place', at the margins of life in 
schools. 
4.3 PARTICIPANT PERCEPTIONS OF THE PARTICIPATORY PROCESS 
Perceptions of the participatory process within the school communiry range across a 
broad spectrum, from some parents and teachers holding negative feelings about parent· 
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teacher collaboration to those with enthusiastic commitment. The comments from the 
school principal reflected this range. in reference to the teachers. when he noted: 
... if you looked at a continuum, you've got those who are totally 
commined, those that go along but could be swayed and then those who 
are totally opposed to it . 
However. in general the comments of the active participants in the project indicated 
enthusiasm for the process. The principal stated: 
... this particular process with the Healthy Schools has been the best I 
have been involved with in nearly thirty years of teaching. 
Another teacher. Cassie. said: 
It's made it easier on us, like it has taken a big burden off us redoing the 
playground, because it needed to be done. lf it hadn't been taken up by 
a parent group with teachers involved, it would have been all on our 
shoulders ... and there's no way we could have come up with the things 
that have happened or done all that. 
Katrina, who is both a teacher and a parent at the school, linked the project directly to 
the processes of devolution that are occurring in the school and saw the Ashgrove 
Healthy School Environment Project as an example of devolution in practice. She 
commented: 
We've been getting the message for a couple of years but probably this 
is one of the first times we (the teachers) have been asked to interact 
with parents ... and I think teachers appreciate being asked to be involved, 
to have their input. 
Katrina continued: 
... this is the only time I have ever known the school to be opened ... to 
the whole school community, where teachers, parents. outside the school 
even. could be involved if they wanted to and I think that's what has 
been g.ood about it. Jt's been a complete change from what the school's 
been used to and I think that's what has taken some time for some people 
to come to terms with . It's been such a radical change to what they have 
been used to. 
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Another of the actively involved teachers, Gordon, also stated that in tenns of parent 
involvement: 
For a teacher it's interesting to see the community get involved in 
somethmg and just see how it operates. Although it's outside the 
classroom, it's still getting the community involved in the school in the 
decision making, running the project. Everybody's put their lit1le piece 
in and that's interesting to watch, because 1 think there's lessons to be 
learned from that (for) when it starts to be applied within the classroom 
or in other things that happen in the school. 
It was most apparent, both from the focus group discussions and anecdotally, that 
parents who thought they bad little opportunity to influence decisions in the school and 
then found that there were opportunities for panicipation, were very enthusiastic about 
the project. Anita, one of these parents, remarked: 
.. whereas once upon a time I would have said nothing could ever 
change ... it (the Healthy Schools process) has shown me that all sorts of 
things can really happen. 
Peter revealed his enthusiasm for the oppommities with the following statement: 
Dare I say it is the dawning of a new era in the school? 
4.31 Discussion 
This discussion centres around the findings of thi s evaluation regarding the general 
perceptions of participants about the processes for collaborative decision making 
employed in the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project. The staff and 
administration of the school represent those with real authority in the setting. This 
group, it could be assumed, has the most to Jose from power sharing processes. It could 
be expected that, as a block, there would be resistance to the idea of democratic decision 
making. In fact, as the findings reveal, there is a diversity of view. 
The princ1pal was enthusiastic for the project and the processes employed and 
recognised these as being excellent. Of the teachers interviewed. all expressed support 
and enthusiasm for the process. These teachers and the principal also indicated in their 
interviews that there was more support from the teaching staff than parents were aware 
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of, e\'en though this support was not necessarily represented as active part icipation in 
the project. Limits on active engagement occurred for a number of reasons. Teachers 
are involved in a wide and ever increasing range of administrative tasks in addition to 
the1r classroom teaching. They have preferred areas of curnculum interest in the school 
on which they focus. Like many parents, they also have the demands of busy family, 
study and work lives which limit their participation. 
However, it was recognised that some teachers were negative about the process. It was 
indicated that this related to opposition to the involvement of parents in decision making 
per se, rather than the Healthy Schools project in particular. Obviously, where members 
of ei ther the parent or teacher group feel that school decision making should be 
essentially the province of teachers, then their perceptions of the Ashgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project will be influenced by this underlying belief. Where parents 
and teachers believe that there is a collaborative role for both then this is more likely 
(though not necessarily) to lead to more positive reactions. 
It was concluded by the teachers interviewed that negativism was more to do with some 
teachers' individual personality characteristics and also their view of themselves as 
'experts' (to be discussed in a later section). A narrow definition of curriculum, held 
by some teachers, is perhaps a component in these resistant, 'expert' attitudes to parental 
involvement and to a project that defines curriculum in broader tenns. 
Comments, however, generally reflect the positiveness that teachers and administration 
have towards the decision making processes of the Ashgrove Healthy School 
Environment Project. That both parents and teachers can and are contributing to tbe 
decision making is recognised. This is an example of devolution which acknowledges 
the valuable contributions of both groups. Teachers have not been disempowered by the 
process of collaborative decision making. Parents have not become all-powerful. There 
is the recognition that the process has achieved more than what could have been 
achieved 1f the playground deve lopment had remained a curriculum decis1on to have 
been made by teachers alone. The possibility for collaboration in other curriculum 
areas, especially in the teacher province 'inside the classroom' is positively, if tentatively, 
recognised. 
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4.4 PERCEPTIONS OF BARRIERS TO PARTJCIPA TOR\' ACTI\Tf\' 
This section identifies a number of perceived baniers or hurdles to participation that 
became apparent once the project was underway. These impacted upon the capacity of 
participants to maintain momentum for the change processes that the Healthy Schools 
project was engendering. In essence, these barriers relate to confronting 'the usual way 
of doing things' and denote the uncertainty and resistance that is generated in a 
'paradigm shift' from a hierarchically organised institution to some degree of power 
sharing. These barriers appeared in relation both to the perceptions of appropriate 
outcomes for the project and to its process planning. They reflect the dynamic tensions 
that exist between 'doing something visible quickly' and engaging in long-term processes 
of change. 
4.41 Barriers Related to Appropriate Outcomes 
Barriers arose as a result of differences in perceptions of appropriate outcomes for the 
project. The Grounds Committee was intent on changing from the previous approach 
to school ground decision making. This meant reorienting from ad hoc, short-term, 
visible-ends actions to integrative, long-tenn, process planning before actions. The 
following comments from parent participants, Anita and Leona, reflect on this 
difference: 
This is not about putting in an extra fort down in the playground but this 
is a plan for the next twenty years ... which doesn't have to fit the old 
style of the way they built the playground. It is a complete revision of 
the way in which we have looked at everything to do with playgrounds. 
Even now, the fact that we haven't got a structure up in the playground 
is really upsetting a lot of people. You know, they can't sort of see the 
rest of the things that are there ... 
There was a considerable amount of criticism from the school community, parents and 
teachers alike. related to the length of time for completion of the Junior Playground. as 
mdicated in the following set of comments from parents, Veron ica and Joe, respecti\'ely: 
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That was another criticism around the school. that e\'erything. was taking 
so long but l think if you're going to do it properly you've got to put that 
time and effort into the thing. 
J think there's th1s percept ion of people to want to !>ce things happen 
instantly. 
Cassie, a teacher, also summed up this same perception when she commented: 
1 think tl1e main barrier is the amount of time tbat it takes, because a lot 
of people got frustrated and (thought) that nothing was happening- which 
wasn't the case ... 
It was felt by participants that because some physical srructure like play equipment, was 
not erected quickly, that the Grounds Committee \.Vas not 'getting on with the job'. This 
was reflected in the following comments made by Joe: 
All they focus on is the finished playground srructure and that's why it's 
so important that we actually get that playground bit of equipment in 
there just to complete that loop. It's a psychological thing. 
Gordon, a teacher, also commented: 
You can forget that the talk may have been six months, but I think there 
would have been maybe four meetings of three hours each, which is 
twelve hours of talk·time. This isn't a great deal of time when you're 
talking about a school community and a project with quite large dollar 
tenns on it. 
The fact that the project was concerned with whole grounds planning, rather than ad hoc 
solutions which offered quick and visible results, was a major factor in the perceived 
slov.'l1ess of the project. Katrina, teacher and parent. made the following point about 
planning: 
What I though t we desperately needed a!' a school was a better 
pia) ground - better grounds all over - the whole picture rather than .JUSt 
work1 ng on isolated li ttle projects that someone thtnl.:s 1s great and then 
in I 0 years time you see that this doesn't fit the b1g picture. Then ) ou 
say. let's get rid of that and start over. What wasted effort! 
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This was exemplified in the remarks from Julie regarding the relatively recent siting of 
the groundsman's shed. She said: 
Someone decided that the groundsman needed a shed and so this was just 
plonked down in the only available running space for the Year Two's, 
with linle apparent concern for the needs of the chi ldren. This is ad hoc! 
4.42 Barriers Related to Planning Processes 
The processes of decision making in tl1e Healthy Schools project also challenged 'tlle 
usual way of doing things'. Uncertainty in working with new processes and ideas. 
perceived parent and teacher resistance, the impact of negative feedback and the time 
commitments for planning were all aspects of the decision making processes that 
affected motivation and momentum. 
A. llncertain ty 
Even tllough enthusiasm for tlle processes was high amongst those who were 
participating in the project, there was still some uncertainty as to the real level of shared 
decision making within tlle school. Peter expressed this when he said: 
We can sort of recommend. We are not decision-makers per se. We 
don't have tlle power to make decisions, do we? 
Peter was expressing tlle tentativeness that everyone felt regarding tlle processes they 
were involved in. Lack of confidence tllat the decisions that were made at the Grounds 
Committee level wou ld remain secure in the face of resistance from those who 
traditionally held power lay at the heart of this tentativeness. 
Uncertainty with the new collaborative processes was also manifested within the internal 
workings of the Grounds Committee itself. However, it was recogmsed that these were 
difficulties common to most groups in their early formation and especially if the group 
was attempting to operate in non-hierarchical ways, challenging the 'expert' leader$hip 
mode. Gordon summed up the feelings for t.rroup members when he commented: 
I think one of the difficulues for me is to gel the O\·erall p1cture. E\ en 
whi le the work was being done. and I'd been to most of the meetings. I 
still couldn't get the picture in my head of what it \\'as going to be. 
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People would ask me questions at school and I'd think to myself, 'Well. 
I've got more infonnation than most people and yet I still couldn't keep 
the whole'. l think that's a real difficulty because i!'s such a big program 
involving so many facets and when you broke 11110 linle team$ and that 
hnle team goes off and then you get working bees... . That's a difficulty 
• to keep the o,·erall picture. to keep everyone informed of the overall 
p1cture ... 
However, the processes did enable people to 'see things differently', in positive ways, 
especially about the strengths of others in tlle group. Anita commented that: 
l feel quite awestruck at times. The depth of ability and creativity and 
imagination encompassed at some of the meetings ... and the talk about 
things ... It really amazed me - the depth and talent and ability .... 
B. Challenging Parent Decision Making Processes 
The Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project was a challenge to decision making 
within the parent body itself. In terms of the usual way of dec1sion making within this 
group, it was commented that the project was 'doing things differently' in that it was 
adopting cooperative and participative approaches as opposed to the more usual 'vocal 
minority' approach to decision making. This was exemplified in the comments from 
Julie who said: 
(The usual approaches) seem to be confronting and critical, but Healthy 
School is less direct, trying to get people to see there is a problem 
without having to be told... it's a process, not one-offs. It is non-
combative and non-confrontational ... 
Veronica, Peter and Leona stated, respectively: 
(The school) got competitive sports reintroduced because a number of 
outspoken parents spoke passionately enough for it. 
.. it comes back to vocal minorities. You come to the motivated 
minorities who control what goes on. So we are not vocal and we are 
not yackity. 
That's nght. That goes against our way of doing th ings which is 
cooperation and participation. 
Katrina. a parent and teacher, also described this narrow approach to decision making 
within the p::trent hody ,.,.·hen she said: 
... in those days it was ever only a few people (parents) who were 
consulted about anything ... and they more Jess made the decisions for 
everyone ... a small group of the P&C and a few others ... So 1 think this 
is a wonderful change. 
C. Perceived Teacher Barriers 
A number of comments were made about perceived teacher barriers to the project and 
about their adverse impact on the momentum of the project. Some teachers were 
enthusiastic supporters of the project. Some were disinterested observers. Others were 
seen as demonstrating outright opposition to the project and parental decision making 
per se. These perceived teacher barriers have been categorised as follows: 
a) Teacher Opposition - Teachers as experts 
b) Teacher Lack of Interest - Teachers as fencesitters 
Teachers as gatekeepers 
a) Opposition M Teachers as Experts 
A strong perception of parents, when identifying teacher barriers to the project, was that 
teachers saw themselves as 'experts', being confronted by parent non-experts. Parents 
interpreted this as a significant barrier. It is exemplified by the following comments. 
Anita said: 
Maybe I am being too harsh, but I felt as if there were some teachers 
who were very resistant to parents coming in because I felt as if maybe 
they were saying 'This is our sphere of expertise and not yours'. 
Peter added: 
You are a bunch of amateurs! 
The teachers involved in the project and the principal commented that these were valid 
perceptions. The principal identified a gradation of views in relation to the project, that 
ranged from those held by teachers who were enthusiastic to those held by teachers who 
were prepared to be swayed and that : 
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... there is a !;.'Tadation from that group dovro to the ones who are 
negative. They don't detract totally, they are just negative about what is 
happening ... There are a number of teachers who can see in the long term 
the effect is going to be good, but don't necessarily agree with the 
process because of their own prejudice that is steeped in their traditional 
feeling of what should happen in a school. 
The principal commented further: 
(The process) is not going to happen quickly because there is that 
negativity out there . Some people feel that this is their province and they 
should not be encroached upon ... 
Cassie, a teacher. also noted that some teachers would have seen the process as a threat 
to their authority or autonomy and remarked: 
1 think it just depends on you as an individual and the way you teach and 
your ideas and philosophies. 
b) Lack of In terest - Teachers as Fencesitters 
There were a set of parental perceptions of teachers as 'fencesitters' to the project. 
These teachers were perceived as being neither for nor against the project but their 
silence was interpreted as a lack of interest. An absence of comment, non-participation 
in the project activities and not making the most of opportunities for using the project 
as a teaching resource formed the basis for these perceptions. Peter summed up: 
Well, they may be just sitting and watching to see what happens to it .. . 
They are actually standing back and watching rather than participating .. . 
It was further commented upon by Leona that: 
I don't think they are really anti. I think maybe on the fence . But I don 't 
think they are using their imagination , either, in exploring how the kids 
can use what is going on in the playt.rrmmd at the moment, in the lessons 
they are doing in the classroom ... 
The principal affinned that there was a !,.rroup of teachers who were neutral about the 
project but that, to him at least, they did make positive comments. He stated: 
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There are the ones in the middle of the continuum ... prepared to be 
swayed and might pass comments on the actual physical happenings and 
say 'Oh. this is looking good!' 
However, these comments were never said directly to the parents involved in the project 
who consequently built up a picture of teacher disinterest. 
Some parents interpreted teacher silence about the project and a Jack of use of the 
potential of the project in their teaching as a lack of interest in the playgrounds of the 
school and the outdoor environment generally . Peter summed up these feelings when 
he said: 
The teachers see their responsibility primarily in the classroom to impart 
knowledge or whatever they do in the classroom .. . but where does their 
responsibility start or stop outside the classroom? They basically 
supervise the kids in the playground but that's really all they do ... . They 
do sport as part of the curriculum ... but the children's leisure time and the 
time they spend outside class hours in the playground, they j ust seem to 
fall outside the teachers' interests. 
This was alluded to in comments from Lorna, the specialist teacher, when she remarked 
that teachers did not really see their job as involving the planning and construction of 
playgrounds. 
However, it was seen that this perceived Jack of interest by teachers in the outside 
classroom environment, in fact created a 'window of opportunity' for parents to become 
involved in decision making in this facet of school life. Parents felt that perhaps 
teachers did not really have much experience with designing playgrounds, that in fact 
they were not 'experts' in this area. at all. It was commented upon by Julie: 
I think they haven't been offered a chance to parttctpate with a 
playground much before .... The Depanment just sort o f planks them in 
the grounds. 
Some parents in fact saw themselves as filling a void. Peter, again , noted: 
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1 don't see a conflict between what the teach ers' responsibility and the 
parents' responsibilities are because the teachers don't see their 
responsibility as looking after the playground and designing the 
playground, even looking after the kids in the playground ... What we are 
saying is that parents can have an input outside of their so-ca1led official 
time ... . I am sure it is a very important part that the parents can 
influence. 
b) Lack of Interest- Teachers as Gatekeepers 
There were a number of comments from parents about teachers not making the most of 
opportunities offered by the Healthy School project to incorporate it into their 
curriculum. thus enabling the children to be more in\'olved. The following comment, 
from Leona, suggests this perception of teachers as gatekeepers, keeping the children 
from greater participation in the project. 
I don't know how much they are really picking up on how far they could 
involve us (the Grounds Committee Project) and whether they are really 
using (the developments) to very much advantage. 
Veronica, a parent, also noted that tbe children had been really interested at the 
beginning of the project when they were initially asked for input. The decline in 
children 's interest was attributed to the apparent lack of interest by teachers in using the 
project effectively in the curriculum. She commented: 
I think we have lost momentum because they were really keen . And I 
suppose that's understandable because a lot of background work had to 
go on. .. I am just worried that now we are entering a part where they 
can be involved again. whether we can build up that momentum again 
with them. 
D. The impact of Negative Feedback 
A number of people, both parents and teachers, remarked on the effect, at times, of 
negati\'e feedback on their enthusiasm for the project. Comments reflected similar 
sentiments as those expressed below by Joe, a parent, and Gor don, a teacher: 
Narrow minded people have heen a barrier, people who want to have 
their say hut don't want to be involved in the whole process, who \Vant 
to have their say after everyone has been given an opponuni ty to have 
a say. The process has been very thorough in giving people the 
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opportunity to have their say and 1 think that's been the only real 
hiccough with it... 
1 also found thar you get people who will criticise but won't help . You 
know, they sit back and do nothing, contribute nothing and yet (they) 
can. It's easy to sit back and do nothing and then throw out a negative 
comment and then they'll just go back and sit... 
However, discussion also focussed on the fact that negative feedback would 'die out' 
once some obvious changes in the playground had occurred. As Gordon, a committed 
teacher on the project, commented: 
... As soon as something happens in the school, that will just die. You 
won't hear of them anymore. It's hard to handle but it is not a long tenn 
influence ... People will just forget to criticise and say 'What a great 
show! ' and 'Did t help you?' 
In general, participants acknowledged that negative feedback was to be expected and 
were not unduly perturbed by it. Peter commented that negativism was more likely 
when changes involved 'different to the usual' strategies and approaches. 
This is radical... It's like any problem you have with a group of people. 
Unless you have a real common interest which is broader than one 
aspect, you have problems ... So, I'm not surprised that there had been a 
problem ... In fact J am surprised we have got this far ... 
E. Time Commitments 
For those involved in the participatory processes of the project the commitment of 
significant amounts of time was a real barrier (see extracts from the researcher's journal 
in Section 4 of the case record). The project was, and continues to be. an added 
commitment on top of work, family, study and other responsibil ities. For some teachers, 
too. their place of employment is not close to their home which makes comm uting for 
both work and for meetings an added burden. Finding sui table meeting times has 
presented difficulties. As Cassie, a teacher, stated: 
It is difficult having time, because a lot of peop le don't like coming back 
on their weekends ... and a lot of parents work full-time and the onl y time 
they can come is nights and weekends, so it's a bit tough to get together. 
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4A t Discussion 
In examining the barriers to involvement that haYe been identified by the participants, 
the non on of 'doing things differently' was identif}ed. Th is Healthy Schools proJeCt has 
challenged both the view of outcomes and the v1ew of the processes about ach1eving 
these outcomes It has reconceptualised the notion of planning m the scboolground, 
from ad hoc decision making to planning that takes the whole grounds into account and 
links social and physical aspects of the environment into the planning processes. It has 
reconceptualised the playground, as more than pieces of fixed equipment. It bas 
illustrated the idea that good solutions take time, in tenns of planning., consultation and 
implementation. The project may even be redefining, for some parents and teachers, the 
notion of curriculum as inclusive of the outdoors and also of the social relationships 
between parents, teachers and children. 
In term s of the processes of decision maldng v.ithin the parent body of the school, 
participants perceived that the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project represents 
a widening of the usual parental decision making base. There has been a real shift of 
power from the perceived 'vocal minorities' and individuals with 'powerful voices' who 
have been able to influence decisions, to the inclusion of a wide range of views which 
are more representative of parents, children and staff in the school. 
Parents also perceived that there were some teacher barriers to the project and to parent 
involvement in decision making. In terms of the challenges to usual decision making 
processes, this project has enabled parents and to a limited extent, children, to have a 
voice in decisions that have traditionally been the province of teachers. Even if parents 
are sti ll tentative about the extent of this power sharing, it is recognised that the 
inclusion of these new decision malUng processes has led to much more extensive and 
appropriate decision making about the grounds than if teachers had been the decision 
makers alone. However, as has been discussed in Sect1on 4.31 , these barriers may not 
be as extensive as parents have perceived them to be. Nevenheless. in exploring 
parental perceptions to teacher barriers, it is ob"ious that they fall into two categories 
- first. outr ight opposition to the project and its processes and. second. a lack of interest 
in it. 
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Parents have perceived teacher opposition as stemming from a 'teacher as expert' model 
of curriculum decision making. In this model , parents believe, teachers see themselves 
as the professionally trained experts who should be allowed to make all decisions to do 
with learning and the environments in which it occurs. Implicit in this model is the 
notion that essential learning is that which the teacher provides. Wbether intentionally 
or not, this model of the teacher role devalues the role of parents as children's first 
teachers or their continuing influence in the education of their children. It also denies 
the reality of a range of other influences, including the school environment itself, on 
children's learning. The principal and other teachers indicated that, indeed, this 
perception of the 'teacher as expert' was, indeed, a valid perception by parents that 
accounted for teacher resistance and opposition. The principal also indicated that this 
was a model of the teacher that was more representative of some older teachers on staff. 
In tenus of perceptions of teacher interest in the project, it was apparent that parents 
interpreted an apparent Jack of interest from teachers as being neutral or negative to the 
project and its processes. To parents, this lack of interest was demonstrated through 
non-involvement in the project planning and in terms of missed opportunities for making 
curriculum links with children. However, the principal indicated that there were a group 
of teachers who, although not actively engaged with the project, did make positive 
comments about it and expressed interest in it. In general, there appears to be a Jack 
of appreciation by parents of the complexities of teachers' roles in schools, the demands 
for change in several areas of the curriculum and school management and that, like 
parents, teachers have interests and concerns in the school that have specific appeal 
while other areas, such as grounds redevelopment, may not . 
It was felt by some parents, though, that this perceived Jack of teacher interest may also 
have been related to a lack of appreciation of the importance oftbe outdoor environment 
of the school in the curriculum. This was seen as being reflected in a lack of experience 
with playground design, limited use of the outdoors for learning and the fact that the 
usual playground experiences for teachers, particularly playground duty, were viewed 
as a chore. Evans (1993:5) comments that "the job of yard duty is essentially a policing 
task which frequently places teachers in situations where they have to intervene in 
disputes .. . (and) administer punishments ... which (do) little to engender positive teacher-
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pupil relations". There is nothing to suggest that this rask is Jess onerous or appealing 
to teachers at AshJ,.'TOve than it is elsewhere. 
Howe\'er, the Ashg.rove Healthy School Environment ProJect IS, perhaps, making a slow 
but pos1tive contribution to the reconceprualisation of cumculum 111 the school for some 
teachers and parents. It is this researcher's belief, based on observation and anecdotal 
evidence, that curriculum has been narrowly defined by some teachers, particularly those 
with a 'teacher as expert' model of their professional role . Some parents, also. place 
such high val ue on 'inside' classroom leaming that playgrounds and the activities and 
social relations in them are of little consequence. However, this project, which aims to 
expose the whole setting. to scrutiny, may assist in redefining curriculum as inclusive of 
all elements of the teaching-learning environment. The project recognises the outdoors 
as curriculum, indeed the whole 'set1ing' as curriculum, including the participation of 
parents, teachers and cltildren in curriculum decision making. 
Another process barrier that was perceived by participants in this evaluation relates to 
some initial difficulties in group formation, within the Grounds Committee itself. This 
committee was seen as essentially a disparate group of individuals with really only one 
common interest - a desire to improve the environment for the children in the school. 
Ma.uy parents were relatively new to the school, did not know each other, nor did they 
know many teachers. Especially in the very early stages, there were difficulties making 
decisions and keeping both the committee members and the school community informed. 
Committee members held different perspectives on issues. Few had professional 
experience with planning, designing or landscaping for play environments. No one had 
experience in all these areas and not all participants could attend every meeting or 
workshop. However, creating the 'shared vision' from the inputs from the school 
community members went a long way towards making this a cohesive group. As within 
the school community and in the wider experiences of participants, the Grounds 
Committee members, also, were more accustomed to hierarchical models of management 
and decision making. The Grounds committee, itself, had to learn to act inclusively and 
democratically and not allow sectional or indi,·idual interests to overshadow 
col laborative planning. 
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Negative feedback about the project was another barrier perceived by participants as 
affecting the motivation for and momentum of the project. This negativism was, at 
times, debilitating and demoralising . Generally, however. participants recognised that 
negative comment was to be expected and that ultimately it would 'die out' once the 
project had some physical evidence to show for its efforts. This negativeness, indeed 
all levels of uncertainty, resistance and creation of barriers, in many ways is a healthy 
indicator that a 'paradigm shift' is underway. as new ideas and new ways of operating 
confront the 'usual ways of doing things' . 
A final barrier to participation was the time commitment for participants in attending 
meetings, workshops and attending to other aspects of the project. Particularly for the 
co-facilitators. the time inputs have represented a huge cost on themselves and their 
families, especially as both have been combining the project with study and work. 
However, all participants have volunteered large amounts of time in attending evening 
and Saturday planning workshops, meetings and working bees, as well as time involved 
in informal, but necessary exchanges of information, perceptions and progress reports. 
The project bas also required large numbers of phone calls between participants, 
government bodies, professional consultants and community groups. Obviously, the 
engagement of more people into the process is of vital importance to group members, 
in order to 'share the load' and prevent 'volunteer burnout'. However, the complexity 
and wide scope of this project, involving whole school responses and whole grounds 
developments over a possible 10-15 year time frame, makes it advisable that the project 
seeks alternatives to volunteer management. Perhaps a paid part-time coordinator to 
facilitate the growth of the project is necessary . 
The barriers discussed in this section have been identified by the participants in this 
evaluation and by the 'insider' reflections of the researcher. However, for the majority 
of participants, these barriers have not deterred their continuing involvement . In fact, 
a number of factors in the process itself have emerged as important for sustaining 
individuals' interest and for maintaining momentum for the project. 
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4.S FACTORS THAT MAI~TAIN MOTIVATION AND MOMENTUM 
Five key factors have been identified by the participants in this evaluation as im portant 
in maintaining motivation and momentum. These are: 
a) a shared visa on 
b) committed involvement 
c) observable actions 
d) resourcing 
e) children's involvement 
a) The Shared Vision 
The shared vision for the creation of a safe, healthy and exciting school ground was seen 
as a key element in maintaining the momentum for the project. The \'ision gave people 
an opportunity to strive for a common goal with the realisation that its achievement was 
possibly only by collective effon. As the vision also included democratic ways of 
decision making, it was seen to provide real possibilities for refonn . As Anita and 
Peter, parent participants, commented: 
It has shown me that all sorts of things are possible. 
It's a great dream . It is a real vision, I think. Dare I say, the dawning 
of a new age in our school? 
It is felt that having the shared vision provided a real impetus to the project. 
Participants commented that irrespective of who the principal, teachers or parents were 
in the school, achievement of the vision was greater than any efforts by individuals to 
resist it s implementation. As Joe stated: 
You m ust be focused and not let go of that focus on the vision. 
The importance of the a1m or vision becoming enshrined into school policy was also 
recognised as puning the process beyond the in fluence of individuals. Julie stated: 
The accepted \\ay to do that 1s to get it into a framework. a m1ssaon 
statement... gel it into policy. making evident the philosophy of the 
process. 
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b) Committed Involvement 
lt was seen that committed involvement was necessary to keep the project going.. The 
comm1tmen1 of the school principal was recognised and that this support was a key 
component to the success of the process. Commitment generally across the school 
community was also important. Gordon. a teacher. noted: 
You need commitment in places of power. 1 think you need commitment 
across the school body, too. Maybe not for everybody but some of the 
parent body and some of the teaching staff and some government bodies 
as well. 
However. the commitment of the coordinators w as seen as essential, especially in the 
initial stages. Comments from parent participan ts, Joe and Peter reflected on this aspect 
of the project: 
It's the initiators of the project that are the key people and in order for 
the project to be a success the initiators have to see it through from start 
to finish because when the initiators drop out, 1f it's at an early stage, just 
in the embryo stage, you find that the enthusiasm of a lot of other people 
will drop out too .. . . 
If Sue and Julie hadn't been driving it tben the whole thing wouldn't have 
got this far . In any sort of set-up like this where you have a lot of 
volunteers, what you really need is some sort of central co-ordinator ... it 
j ust gets too hard for people who are doing it part-time. 
The coordinators also realised the vaJue of each other's participation . The idea of 
sharing the workload, having a 'critical friend ' to assist reflection and evaluation and to 
gain perspective on what was happening and what was being said, was invaluable. Also 
knowing that another like-minded person was available to continue tile project when 
commitments necessitated a reduction in personal effort, was essential to this facilitator's 
continued participation and commitment. 
c) Dem onstrating Obsen •able Actions 
There was an awareness that, although the project was complex and that good results 
could not be achieved quickly, the demonstration of some obserYable actions in the 
school grounds was vital. These were needed to maintai n imerest in the proJect within 
the '' idcr school commun ity and to cut short some of the negative criticism. 
104 
Comments related to this aspects of the project have been recorded in Section 4.41 . 
Additionally. the following comment was made by Gordon : 
... that is why some people are feeling discomfort with it. because it has 
been such a big thing and there has been a lot of money spent on it and 
it has been such a long process, but people are just fed up with it as 
nothing seems to have happened. 
d) Resourcing for the Project 
While there was a desire for there to be adequate resourcing for the project, rhe issue 
of funding was not seen as pivotal to the project's overall development. There was 
widespread recognition that the participants were the greatest resource that the project 
had available to it. In fact, it was commented upon by Peter that initially, at I east, a 
lack of funding had essential benefits. Resourcing does remain an issue, however. He 
said: 
.. . if you have a lack of funds it produces innovation. You think about 
more cost effective solutions ... (but) it just makes the project so much 
harder to finish if you are all the time thinking about how much it is 
going to cost you, and can you support it, and how are you going to raise 
tbe funds, and how many more cake stalls are you going to have to 
make. 
There was also a recot,TJ1ition that high levels of funding for the project may not have 
led to participation by the school community, as outside services could have been 
obtained to complete the tasks that were performed by volunteers. However. it was 
recognised that, in the long tenn, the sustainabillty of the project was likely to suffer if 
a paid coordinator position was not created, for as Peter noted, "it gets too hard for 
people who are doing it part-time''. 
e) C hildren's Involvement 
The participation of children in the decision making processes of the project and in 
involvement with the developments was a lso seen as important. especially by parents . 
Jn fact , children's involvement, or potential for this. was important ro maintaining 
paren tal momentum. It was recognised that child involvement had been lim ited to date , 
but there was certainly an expectation that this would and should increase. Not only 
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would it increase parental motivation but increased children's involvement was seen as 
adding new life to tbe project itself. As Peter said: 
How do we build momentum? By allowing (the children) to participate 
actively in what we are doing. Kids' constructions and things ... to give 
kids a chance to build stuff or do stuff. It builds the interest as well ... in 
a way, that becomes part of the education. 
4.51 Discussion 
This discussion centres on the factors that participants have identified as important to 
overcoming barriers, maintaining motivation and momentum for the project. 
Of pivotal importance was 'the shared vision' which integrated the individual concems 
and ideas for improvement of the school environment and deliberately focused on the 
possibilities for the school rather than the operating constraints. Articulating that vision 
became the collective task of the Grounds Committee and served to unite the group and 
focus attention on the need for a whole grounds redevelopment. This orientation 
towards an achievable outcome for the Grounds Committee served both as motivation 
for continued participation, and as support for the general planning processes with the 
achievement of an 'endpoint' for the project, a number of years down the track. 
The commitment of key people was recognised as essential for maintaining motivation 
and the momentum of the project. Specifically mentioned was the support of the 
principal and the continuing participation of the co-facilitators as well as the 
involvement of participants from different sectors of the school. Rappaport ( 1976:21 1) 
discusses a number of strategies and tactics that enhance social change in organisations. 
One of these involves the 'principle of participation' where as many groups within an 
organisation as possible are involved. Another is the 'principle of group action' where 
members come from any status level. These principles, he indicates, are important for 
creating and sustaining innovative change. Clearly, these principles have been 
recognised in the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project as relevant, too . 
Involved in the developments have been parents, teachers, some chi ldren, the principal, 
members of the Parents' and Citizen's Association executive, and a number of other 
community groups and associations 
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The imponance of 'actionable first steps', to borrow the tenninolog.y of Chamala and 
Mortiss ( 1990:45). demonstrated by physical changes in the ~chool grounds, was 
recognised as imponant for maintaining momenrum in the project. Chamala and Morriss 
comment that the lack of these initial actions can make the expenence of a project more 
hazardous and appear more uncoordinated than perhaps 11 is. Participants in the project 
knew that visible actions would eventually result. and that planning, was thorough and 
effective. even if rather a long process. However, it was recognised that others in the 
school community needed physical demonstrations of change in order to keep faith with 
the change processes. It is likely tbat a large part of the criticism directed at the project 
would not have arisen had there been some earlier demonsrrarion of change in the school 
grounds. 
The issue of resourcing for the project was raised as a factor pertinent to the project's 
development. However, contrary to expectations, this was not a general call for more 
funding to be made available to the project. Certainly, schools are used to operating 
within tight budgetary limits and in many ways are experienced at harnessing resources 
from the community to meet their needs, and this project has been no exception. In fact 
the project has been able to bring considerable funding and services into the school, 
because the project has been explicitly a panicipatory community process. Participants 
recognise that the value of the project rests with the people who are collectively working 
for change. Rappaport (1976:21 0) claims that this is translated to 'where there's a will 
there is a way!' and that the problem of scarce resources can be forgonen if efforts are 
directed to finding someone in the instituti on with the will , and helping that person to 
organise and create a group for change, based on action . This has certainly been the 
experience of those working in the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project. 
However, the position of the co-ordinator/s was discussed in tenns of needing an 
allocation of specific funding as recogn ition of the complexity of the task and the long-
term nature of the project. 
Finally. the invol\'ement of children in the project was seen as a key motivating 
innuence for maintaining momentum for the project. Parents, particularly, recognised 
the possibilities for greater children's involvement 111 the processes of the project. 
Generally sr>eaking, teachers saw children's invoh·ement in tenns of them as users of the 
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finished product - the changed play environment. The practicality of the teachers' 
perspective combined with the idealism of parents may. hopefully. result m more 
effective participation for children with both the processes and the physical 
developments arising from the changes. 
4.6 EVIDENCE OF A SHIFT OF BALANCE 
The Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project bas now been in operation for two 
years. The obvious evidence that the project is 'doing things differently' is in the 
outcomes already achieved in this relatively short period - a sun safety policy. a whole 
grounds plan, Phase 1 of a Junior Playground planned and completed and a supportive 
environment committee established. However. not only have there been these more 
obvious examples of the shift. but more subtle indicators are also present. The Heal thy 
Schools project is co-ordinated by parents who are equal partners with teachers in its 
budget deliberations and who consul t with outside agencies autonomously. Parents 
from this committee are members of the current Collaborative School Review Panel that 
is overseeing the review process of school operations. ln this review. aspects of the 
physical and social environment of the school are being examined in three of the four 
review areas that have been determined by the school community (see researcher 
responses to these reviews in Section 4 of the case record). It appears that the Ash grove 
Healthy School Environment Project is contributing to a11 awareness in the school 
community of the importance of these aspects in the total educational experience 
provided by school. 
ln tandem with this project, as has been mentioned, are th e processes for change towards 
greater power sharing that have been initiated by the Department of Education. The 
Principal's Report to the Annual General Meeting of the Parents' and Citizens' 
Association of the 23/2/93 (see Section 3 of the case record) alluded to these chru1ges 
and recognised the contribution of the Grounds CommiMee as part of these. The initial 
passage of this report is as follows: 
The move in educational institutions to invoh e the community in their 
overall operations has gathered momentum over the past t\\elve months. 
Such a change, must, by its very nature cause some problems and make 
more complex, procedures previously followed. Theoretically this in 
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itself should improve the institution as it makes those involved look more 
closely at their organisation and the procedures followed. 
There is no doubt that our school is experiencing some of these problems 
and complexities. However. 1992 saw increased community involvement 
and hopefully a better understanding by those involved ... 
The I 993 and 1994 Prospectus documents of the school also make reference to the 
devolutionary processes that are occurring in the school (see Section 3 of the case record 
for extracts). In the forward to the 1993 document the principal stated: 
As we move into the nineties educational institutions are inviting their 
communities to have greater input . For this to work effectively tlJere is 
a need to engender an environment of open communication between the 
institution and its community. Open communication will develop a better 
understanding of the educational process by all who are involved and 
consequently better equip our children to deal with their future. 
The principal bas publicly recognised of the Grounds Committee and its activities as 
contributing to the processes of devolution, and as an example of teachers, parents and 
community members working together to improve the school environment. This 
provides evidence of the more subtle ways in which the Asbgrove Healthy School 
Environment Project is contributing to the re-alignment of power relations and changing 
the decision making practices in the school. 
In fact the principal commented in interview that the process of collaborative decision 
making has reached the point, with the Grounds Committee at least, where the process 
of equitable power sharing is well in train . He commented that: 
As parents get the ability to drive the processes themselves I can be a 
side-line person. I won't have to attend every meeting about things that 
are happening. 1 might go to one in six and just have input. I might be 
shown the results of (deliberations) and asked for input. I would be just 
another person to consult and not necessarily a person who is conceived 
of as being the apex ... I am on the same level as everyone else on the 
staff of the school here and the parents. 
This confidence in the ab1lity of parents to participate and organise in the school IS 
anticipated to increase as levels of trust between parents and teachers develop . That 
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parents hold 'a balanced view' that is not gomg to affect adversely the trust or 
philosophy of the school. has first ro be demonstrated. The principal then commented: 
l will know immediately when parents approach me and say "We are 
going to be a steering comminee". I will be able to say "Ok, yes you 
can have a hand in it. You are not going to upset the philosophy of the 
school. Go for it" . 
These comments exempl ify the proposition made by Vincent that decision making is 
often restricted by power-holders who allow it to operate only in those directions they 
deem acceptable. However, they do reflect a move towards greater democracy in the 
school. Radical change, in the short-tenn at least. was never an option for this school, 
with its relatively conservative constituency of parents, teachers and children. The 
processes of change, however, are in train and 'grassroots' change has been created by 
the Ash grove Healthy School Environment Project, in conjunction with the devolutionary 
processes that are Wlder way in all schools in Queensland. The fact that reaction to 
these changes is generally positive, that enthusiasm is high, that outcomes are obvious, 
that confidence is building, that collaborative decision making is occurring is a 
significant achievement in the space of two years. 
4.61 Discussion 
It is obvious that innovative change that is observable and tangible has resulted from the 
Asbgrove Healthy School Environment Project. A published suo safety policy is one 
example, as is the new Junior Playground now in operation. 
However, evidence that the decision making processes to achieve these outcomes have 
changed is less tangible . One measure of this change, though , is in the kind of 
involvement that parents are ha\~ng in the school. The application of Marsh's parent 
participation continuum places current activities of parents engaged with the Grounds 
Committee finnly at the 'active' end, with parents as active decision-makers. Parents 
have been both the initiators and coordinators of the Ashg:ro\.·e Healthy School 
Environment 'Project - a committee that includes the principaL parents and teachers . 
Parents coordinate the activities of the Grounds Committee. A teacher and a parent 
jointly coordinate the Supportive Em·ironment Comm ittee. The Ashgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project committee oversees its own budget and the parent 
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coordinators liaise freely with Department ofEduca6on and other government personnel, 
with politicians and the wider community. including the media, with the confidence of 
the principal . 
While there exist the traditional kinds of involvement for parents - working bees, 
maintenance coordination - as has been illustrated, the range of activities has expanded 
considerably. Within the schooL the project team writes regularly in the school 
newsletter to educate parents and teachers alike about the project - its processes, aims 
and ideals . As well, there is regular input of current literature to staff members from 
the parent coordinators, on topics and issues that intersect with the project. The 
infonnal networks between teachers and parents and administration due to their closer 
relationships through joint work on the project are leading to greater liaison, exchange 
and understanding. 
In terms of the Collaborative School Review, it is quite evident that the Ashgrove 
Healthy School Environment Project has placed issues to do with the school 
environment finnly on the agenda for the school. It appears that the opportunities for 
critiquing existing school operations and creating change, that have been encouraged 
through the project are having flow-on effects into the formal review and development 
processes of the school. Recently, there has been liaison between the Year 1 teachers 
and the Grounds Committee about the use of the new flexible play equipment. A Jetter, 
jointly signed by teachers and the Grounds Committee facilitators, was disseminated to 
parents, inviting parental assistance with this equipment. This was a public 
demonstration of Grounds Committee members and teachers collaborating in 
'curriculum', another indication that decision making is becoming a shared responsibility. 
The experience of power sharing practice can be a 'leap into uncertainty' that can be 
especially difficult for teachers whose "traditional role has rested so heavily on being 
expert, being an authority, having all the answers" ( Greig, Pike and SelbyJ989:62). 
As the Principal 's report. at the beginning of 1993, to the Parents' and Citizens' 
Association indicated, 1he feel ings of increased complexity and problems as a result of 
shared decision making are part of the current environment o f the school nut provide 
e\·idence that change is underway. This is generating uncertainty. but for some this 
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this leads to excitement. For others, U1ere is resistance. Both teachers and parents are 
experiencing this uncertainty as the project creates changes. For some teachers, their 
traditional role as 'expert' is challenged. For some parents, the project impinges upon 
parents' perceptions of appropriate roles for parents and challenges the traditional views 
of what is important parental activity. As Greig, Pike and Selby (1989:62) state, though, 
"the paradox is that we live in an age of overwhelming uncertainty and to recognise this 
can be profoundly liberating". 
CenainJy, those parents and teachers who have embraced the project are much more 
positive and excited about the process and its possibilities. There have been personal 
rewards through greater sharing and valuing of their own and others' abili ties, efforts and 
ideas. It is apparent that there is a greater recognition by parents of the complexities 
of teaching and the management of schools, and a greater valuing of the roles of parents 
in decision making in the school context. 
4.7 POTENTIAL FOR PARTICIPATORY PRACTICE IN THE SCHOOL 
The process of col1aborative decision making is at its beginnings in this school. 
However, there is considerable enthusiasm regarding its potential. This centres around 
the improvements in understanding between school community members, particularly 
between those of different status levels, the potential for involving children and 
expanding curriculum links, the potential for critiquing and developing other facets of 
the school and the potential for modelling democratic, participative practice in life. 
Improved Understanding 
In terms of how the shift in decision making is perceived in the school community, it 
is obvious that responses to change are highly personal experi ences. While a general 
feeling of uncertainty prevails, and in spite of some barriers and hurdles, the experiences 
of participants in the Healthy Schools project have been mainly positive and 
enthusiastic, especially in terms of the development of personal relationships and 
understanding. The principal, particularly, remarked: 
From a personal point of view I think it has allowed me to get to know 
a number of the parents better. .. . It has allowed them to see me in a 
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different light... to (overcome) their feelings about principals from the 
past... . 
He also recognised that the process: 
... has had a unifying effect on a particular group of people in the school 
community and l think it has been good for both sides. 
The project has enabled many people in the school community to get to know each 
other. Brian, a parent, summed up the feelings of panicipants when he commented: 
1 think it has been satisfying and definitely worthwhile... . I've also 
found it very good just meeting people. getting to know the headmaster . 
In fact, 1 hardly knew any parent or any teachers at all until this and then 
suddenly you have a group of people who you're quite friendly with and 
you know a lot about how the school is run , a lot more. 
Children's involvement 
Parents had been conscious, to some degree, of lost opportunities for children's 
involvement in the project. This was affirmed in the comments from Lorna, a specialist 
teacher, who noted that generally the children should be asked more about things in the 
school as "they seem to come last in most decisions". However, there was a 
recognition, especiaJly from teachers, of the potential for greater children's participation 
in the future. In relation to the playground itself, Cassie, a teacher, recognised that 
we need to be willing to listen to what.(the children) have to say about 
it, because they are the ones who have to play down there every day and 
use it. 1 think we need to open ourselves a bit more to that and listen to 
their feedback and see if we can change some areas to suit them a bit 
better. 
The Student Council was recognised, too, as a potential source for tapping into children's 
perceptions of the school environment. The opportun ities were recognised for 
facilitating a real sense of responsibility and purpose for these children and for the 
children in the school , generally. 
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Curriculu m Links 
The potential for linking aspects of the playground redevelopment with curriculum was 
clearly recognised by the teachers. The completed Junior Playground, especially, 
enabled many opportunities for teachers to make these links. Cassie enthused: 
(There are) lots of possibilities there. A lot of exploration in the maths 
area we can do down there ... and all sorts of obstacle courses for phys.ed. 
And science, with sand sculptures, with the water play area, and 
gardens ... and with the greenhouse down there .. . 
Karen recognised that some inservice activities exploring the potential of the Junior 
Playground would be useful to assist teachers to make the best use of the area, so that 
it did not become simply a play area for children's lunch breaks. This acknowledged 
that an expansion of curriculum ideas to incorporate the outdoors is needed by some 
teachers. 
Other School Links 
There was a general consensus that the processes of the Asbgrove Healthy School 
Environment Project could be applied in a wide range of areas in the school. Some of 
these related to specific projects within the grounds, such as the proposed multi-purpose 
covered area, others related to using the process in other areas of the Ashgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project, such as the Supportive School Environment activities. 
However, there was also a recognition that shared decision making, incorporating 
opportunities for input and feedback from a wide cross-section of the school community, 
could also be applied to other aspects of the school's activities and practices, perhaps 
even as a general approach to decision making within the school, that has been modelled 
by the Healthy Schools project. Julie commented: 
... It's the fact that we have modelled the process that we are going 
through. We don't have to have expertise in all areas, but we have kept 
going and have always demonstrated to people that we are not ( experts) 
but we are managing ... We are one of you and we have the same sort of 
adequacies and inadequacies as anybody else but we can still keep doing 
this together. 
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Modelling Democracy 
There is this recognition that the project, in a small way, is modelling democratic 
practice for both adults and children, that it is transfonning decision making from 
hierarchy to collaboration. Graham , a teacher, commented: 
One thlng about the kids I think is really important is about modelling 
behavior for them .. . about everyone having a say ... . I think there's a 
certain number (of children) who will be aware that this is how this 
project's been taking place. It's this concept of everyone having a say, 
and it's alright to say no, and it's alright to agree and disagree. I think 
that's a really important thing to model the behaviour of a democracy and 
I think that's what this process is all about ... . It's empowering kids. 
Because some kids are seeing that actually happening ... if they're seeing 
their parents attending meetings, when they grow up then they are more 
likely to attend meetings and do their bit, or have their say and not let 
the world walk over them . You know how to go about things so to me 
that's the empowering bit. 
4.71 Discussion 
In terms of the potential for further participatory practice in the school, these findings 
uncovered three areas. The first concerned the potential that the development ofbet1er 
interpersonal relationships can have in the school. This was not just in relation to 
people getting to know each other better as individuals but also a deeper understanding 
of the roles that people hold. The capacity for knowing more deeply, the concerns, 
interests and constraints on people involved in the school bas helped to develop more 
realistic appreciations of the conditions in which people operate and their personal 
capacities for change. In many ways, these participatory processes uncover those 
aspects of an organisation that keep people and institutions from changing while 
allowing the processes of support, negotiation and collaboration to focus on overcoming 
these barriers and hurdles. Obviously, improved relationships between individuals and 
between people of different status levels enable the participatory processes to uncover 
further individual and operational barriers and opportunities in the school. As trust 
develops and people grow more confident, perhaps there will be less chance of 
misinterpretation, negativism and resistance when, the next time, possibili6es are raised 
and practices are chal1enged. 
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There is perceived to be considerable potential for increased childien's panicipation in 
the project and this was recognised by both teachers and parents. Parents, particularly, 
would like to see ch ildren involved in more of the planning of the project itself. 
Teachers certainly recognise that children 's views can be further utilised, especially in 
tenn s of their needs for play and acri\'ity in the outdoors. Recent surveying about the 
buildings and grounds for the Collaborative School Review has responded to this need 
for greater childien's inputs and chi ldren's views have been actively sought. The future 
development of a upper grades playground, that is mooted by the Grounds Committee, 
also anticipates that greater children's participation in planning would occur. As 
another initiative of the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project, it is to be 
expected that this group would seek to build upon the small beginnings and experiences 
of the first two years of the proj ect and expand this aspect in future developments. 
Tbe potentia] for greater curriculum links with the completed playground was 
enthusiastically endorsed by the teachers. Some teachers were able to see these links 
clearly. Others expressed the need for in service activities to assist them. This is 
evidence that the creation of an inviting, diverse 'learnscape' within the school can create 
a broadening of teachers (and parents) views about appropriate curriculum for childien. 
The opportunities for developing environmental education curricula for the environment 
and innovative health curricula are enhanced as a result of the early achievements of the 
Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project. 
There is also a recognition that the processes modelled in the Ashgrove Healthy School 
Environment Project have applicability in other facets of the school. Specifically 
men tioned were the behavior management policy and formal reporting procedures as 
areas to which the participatory model could be applied. Further, as a 'non-expert' 
model, it may provide encouragement to other parents and teachers that, with collective 
action , they, too, can create changes. A participative model is also being uti lised in the 
Collaborative School Review, currently underv.'a}". with parents and teachers 
participating in committees and engaging in surveying and reporting on parent, teacher 
and children's attitudes to various aspects of the school environment and curriculum. 
This gives wider acceptance to the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project model 
as it is being reinforced and legitimated by the formal re,·i ew processes. 
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Finally, there is the recognition tl1at the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project, 
through its modelling. of participatory decision making in the school context is making 
a contribution, however small and localised. to the development of processes and 
practices of democratic community . These participatory processes are seen as 
'empowering' individuals and, at the same time. serving the integrative function of 
increasing the feeling that individuals 'belong' to their community (Rizvi,l986:37). The 
project is modelling for the school community that change is possible and that positive 
outcomes can result from collectiye action. It is believed that these practices of active 
engagement in democratic decision making will assist all citizens, adults and children 
alike, to confront the social and environmental challenges of the present and to create 
sustainable and just options for the future . 
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CHAPTER 5: RESEARCH SliMMAR\', IMPLIC'A TIONS AND CONCL{JSJON 
Thc.fiaure is 1101 some place we are going to, hw om• we are creming. The pa1hs lo i f 
are not found hut made and 1he octivi1y l~{mvkmg them changes horh the maker and the 
desr maT ion. 
5.0 INTRODUCTION 
This study has been an evaluation of aspects of participation in the Asbgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project, a participatory action research project. It represents but 
pan of the continuing, regular evaluations and reflections, many of which are 
unrecorded, that have been and continue to be integral to the project and have been 
already inte~.>Tated into planning and ac.tions. Consequently, not all the findings that 
emerge through this evaluation have a discrete origin in this evaluation . They represent 
an accumulation of ideas, reflections, perceptions and eYaluations that have resulted from 
two years of facilitation and participation in the project and many more years as a 
teacher, parent and educator in schools and early childhood settings. 
The desire to investigate participation in the project grew initially from some concern 
that participation levels were not as extensive as one, indeed, would have hoped. 
However, the study bas illuminated a number of personal , but mainly structural barriers 
that provide explanations for this. The researcher, in fact, now feels, in the words of 
Peter, a parent respondent in the initial focus group interview, "I'm surprised we have 
got this far!" Rather than feeling that the project is in danger of folding due to a lack 
of wide participation in the activities of the Grounds Committee and too-heavy reliance 
on the inputs of the facilitators, this evaluation has given confidence that the 
achievements in just two years are considerable, that the project is just in its infancy and 
that participation will continue to grow. The recent compl.etion of Stage 1 of the Junior 
Playground and the support and favourable comments from teachers, parents and the 
delight of the children in using the facilities has already indicated that this is so . The 
recent surveying of the school community regarding the school buildings and grounds 
for the current Collaborative School Review has also offered considerable support for 
and confitmed the planning directions of the Ground:; Committee. As researcher and 
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co-facilitator of the project, my confidence in the project and the processes of 
participatory action research have greatly increased as a result of this evaluation. 
Specifically, the study has sought to uncover the reasons that prompted participation in 
the project, the structural barriers to this and perceptions of the process, including 
barriers and aspects that promote and maintain participation. Evidence has also been 
sought of a shift of balance in decision making as a result of the participatory processes 
employed in the project and explores further opportunities for participatory activity. 
This chapter presents a summary of the research findings related to each of these areas 
and also comments on the effect of this evaluation on this action research project. 
Additionally, it provides a synthesis of the study by examining the implications of this 
research for continuation of the process of change at Ashgrove and the potential for the 
process in wider contexts. In so doing it also answers the final research question of this 
evaluation: 
What can be leamed about participatory action research that assists the 
Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project and may infonn other 
schools and the community about the process? 
5.1 RESEARCH SUMMARY 
This section provides an overview of the findings of this study. It has seven parts: 
motivations for participation, structural barriers to involvement, perceptions of the 
process, perceived barriers to participation, important aspects that build momentum, 
evidence of a shift in decision making and the opportunities for expansion of 
participatory processes within the school. 
5.11 ~otivations for Participation 
People need good reasons to become involved in change. Parents participated in the 
Ash grove Healthy School Environment Project chiefly because of their perceptions of 
the physical and social short-comings of the school setting. The conjunction of the 
existing environment with the ones remembered from their own school days and the 
disjunction of the school experience with the pre-school experiences of themselves and 
their children , provided strong motivation for change. An increased environmental 
awareness at a community and societal level also motivated participants. This is 
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especially true of the co-facilitators of the project who were confident that health and 
en\'ironmental issues could be addressed positively and at the local level. Their belief 
that schools, generally, encourage confonnity and resist change. but can be im portant 
in shifting values and practices towards those that lead to healthy and sustainable 
futures. is recognised by both facilitators as key elements in their own participation. 
Teachers, while responding to the degraded physical environment of the school, also 
became involved because the project provided a way to put into practice the processes 
of devolution that are now required within the public school system in this state. While 
this motivation may have external origins, it is nonetheless a real one for schools, thei r 
administration and teachers. Finally. the Healthy Schools process itself provided a 
motivation for participation through the articulation of a set of action steps for 
implementing change through democratic decision making. This meant that the concerns 
of parents in relation to the school environment and the concems of teachers in relation 
to devolution could be addressed through the same democratic approach. 
5.12 Structural Barriers to Involvement 
The existing structures of the school, including the architecture, organisational patterns 
and modes of decision making, were seen as barriers to greater participatory decision 
making. These elements act to reinforce stakeholders 'sense of place' in the school 
hierarchy. For parents and, ironically, for children, this place is firmly at the margins 
of decision making in the school. This 'sense of place' is reinforced, for parents, by 
remembrances of their own schooling, particularly where the atmosphere, physical 
structural appearance and modes of furnishing have changed little since their own school 
days. 
This 'sense of place' is also reinforced by the lack of role models fo r parents, either from 
their own parents or from parents who are currently in the school . The traditional roles 
of parents, working at the request of individual teachers, rather than by planned policy, 
fu lfilling traditional fund-raising and related roles as orchestrated by the school Parents' 
and Citizens' Association, have kept parent involvement in schools within confined 
limits. Endorsing the hierarchically detennined decisions ofteachers and administration, 
rather than acting as a parental voice of cri tique of school practices and policy, seems 
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usual practice. ln fact. it seems that Parents' and Citizens' .A-ssociations serve to 
legitimate a marginal role for parents in schools. 
S.J 3 Perceptions of the Process 
It is recognised that there is a continuum of attitude about power sharing in schools. 
ranging from negative to highly positive. Participants, both parents and teachers 
involved in the processes of change, were generally suppor6ve and enthusiastic of the 
changes that were occurring. It would appear that participation, itself, provides the 
insight to discover the opportunities and potential for democratic decision-making. Non-
involvement, it seems, appears to entrench negative views. Even though parents may 
have interpreted lack of involvement by teachers as a demonstration of negativism. it 
was apparent that teachers generally were more positive about the changes than parents 
thought. This raises the issue of effective. open communication in maintaining interest 
and motivation. 
5.14 Perceived Barriers to tbe Process 
The negative reac6ons that did arise resulted from confronting the 'usual way of doing 
things' and relate both to the outcomes and the processes of change. There is a dynamic 
tension between the desire to 'do something quickly' and the desire to plan, 
reconceptualise and act in careful and deliberately participative ways. These tensions 
manifest themselves in negative, resistant behaviors. For parents, it was felt that these 
tensions derived from confronting of the notion of 'teachers as experts', that is, of 
teachers who hold a narrowly-defined view of curriculum. It was felt, also, that some 
teachers, while not obviously negative to the project, were disinterested and this 
manifested itself as limited children's involvement with the project. 
Even within the Grounds Committee, there were initial difficulties of group cohesion as 
this group of disparate individuals worked through the processes of collaboration. As 
with the community generally, even these committed participants were more familiar 
with hierarchical , 'expert' and adversarial management approaches, than with 
collaborative, collegial and democratic decision making. The impact of these barriers, 
as well as the negative feedback that was evident , created additional barriers and 
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uncertainty for participants and acted to slow the momentum of the processes of change. 
!US Aspects that Maintain and Build Momentum 
The examination of the participatory processes of the Ashgro,·e Healthy School 
Environment Project, however. has also revealed that there are a number of aspects of 
the process itself that have maintained and built momentum for the project. The 
importance of a 'shared vision' was seen as a critical component of participation. This 
gave participants an aim, derived from their ov;n concerns and viewpoints, but which 
had the validation of the whole school community. As a result. activities were able to 
be conducted within a framework that reflected general opinion. 
The commitment of a cross-section of members of the school community was also 
important, especially that of the principal and the facilitators. It was acknowledged that 
these facilitators were pivotal for gathering and mamtaining momentum for the process, 
especially in the initial stages. However, it was also recognised that these efforts are 
difficult to maintain, particularly in such a complex and long-tenn project. The sharing 
of the facilitation load with a 'critical friend' was seen as important by the facilitators. 
There was a general recognition that for the long term sustainability of the project, 
alternatives to volunteer coordination need to be investigated. 
Demonstration of some concrete evidence of change was identified as a key factor in 
maintaining momentum and interest. It was recognised that reconceptualising the school 
grounds and changing a school culture regarding parental participation are slow 
processes. However, the value of some short-term physical changes became obvious and 
especially so for people not directly involved. For these parents and teachers, 
conspicuous changes provide evidence that the commitment of school funds and 
teachers' and parents' time is worthwhile. Active panicipants were philosophical and 
aware of the depth and breadth of change. but others in the school community needed 
reassurance that change was indeed occurring. In essence. they wanted to see that there 
was 'value for money'. 
Resourcing was another important factor in maintaining momentum . HO\-' ever, funding 
was not a prima1y concem . The Healthy Schools process has actuall~· generated funds 
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inlo the school for the project. However, the human resources, people actively and 
collectively working together. were recognised as far more important than actual 
funding. In fact, it was recognised that funding could work against the innovation and 
creativi ty of the project. There was a recognition, though, that funding to assist with 
the coordination of the project may be necessary. Continuing reliance on volunteer 
efforts for coordination may be unrealistic due to the length and complexity of the 
project. 
Another key impetus to maintaining momentum for the project was the potential for 
children's participation. This was particularly important to parents who saw the 
opportunities for the project to widen the curriculum of the school and to make more 
evident to children the ideas and workings of participatory democracy. The teachers 
were more circumspect in their views as to the kinds of involvement that were possible. 
For them, involvement of children related more to the usage of the completed works of 
the project than to participation in the decisions and actions along the way. In general, 
however, both teachers and parents anticipated an increased role for children in future 
developments of the project. 
5.16 Evidence of a shift in Balance in Decision-making 
Change in the . decision making processes of the school is evident. The obvious 
successes of the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project - the sun safety policy, 
the whole grounds plan, the Junior Playground and the Supportive School Environment 
Committee - all demonstrate that much bas happened in the past two years. However, 
there are changes that are much less tangible and less obvious than the production of 
new policy documents or the building of a new playground. Evidence of change is 
reflected in the kinds of committees that parents now panicipate in and the roles that 
they hold within these. lt is also reflected in the degree of autonomy that parents enjoy 
in dealing with and on behalf of the school community. The fonnation of stronger 
networks between teachers and parents demonstrates that democratic processes are at 
work, with shared understandings and better relationships apparent between existing 
status levels within the school. 
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Uncertainty comes with this shift of balance, too. as members of the gchool community 
are confronted by new ideas and ways of operating. This uncertainty may be 
demonstrated as negativism or appa&ent Jack of interest by those whose trad itional 
authority is being challenged. 11 may be manifested as tentativeness by those who are 
seizi ng the opportunity to participate effectively. Regardless, uncertainty indicates that 
change is underway. For those who have embraced the changes, uncertainty is still 
apparent, but with a growing spirit of collegiality, excitement and confidence. 
5.17 Opportunities for Expanding the Process Within the School 
There is a recognition that the democratic decision making processes initiated by the 
Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project have application to many other aspects 
of the school's operation. Specifically mentioned was the possibility for participative 
processes in developing a new reporting system in the school and the development of 
a new behavior management strategy. There is the obvious application for increasing 
children 's participation in decision making in the school. There are the potential 
curriculum links, especially with innovative environmental education and health 
education curricula, and a continuing reconceptualisation of curriculum to include the 
outdoor envirownent and, indeed, the whole school setting as relevant to the lives of 
children in school. There is also the potential that the overt modelling of participative 
democracy for both adults and children will begin the necessary changes towards 
collective, affirming actions that, as a society, are needed to overcome the social and 
ecological problems that are increasingly more commonplace. Perhaps, too, these 
practices will help create futures that are healthful, sustainable and just. 
5.2 THE INFLUENCE OF THIS RESEARCH STUDY ON THE PROJECT 
One of the values of engaging in this 'insider' evaluation is that the findings and 
reflections about participation have already impacted upon the project to some degree. 
It is not possible to suspend action, plans and reviews in the whole project while this 
particular, more fonnal evaluation has taken place. In some ways, too, these findings 
are already dated, as they have been considered by the facili tators and shared with group 
members in fonnally . This highlights one of the difficulties with this kind of eval uation . 
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Another is that carrying out an evaluation of a more formal nature impacts upon the 
forward movement of the project for which the evaluation is being done. At times this 
evaluation has almost stalled the project -after aiL it is still in its infancy. As the study 
has found, the facilitators, even in participatory projects, are key players in their success, 
especial ly in the early stages. One the other hand. the depth of understanding about 
participation that this evaluation has offered, compared with that of the more informal, 
less deliberate evaluations that have usually occurred. provides the project participants, 
and the facilitators in particular, with a !,.'Teater level of confidence when taking actions 
and making plans. 
This evaluation bas been conducted .for the group who O\\'llS the project. The results of 
this evaluation will be retumed to the members of the Grounds Committee and to the 
school community at large . Their comments and critique of the findings and discussion 
will further contribute to this panicipatory action research and the emancipatory process. 
Jndeed, the evaluative process, especially the shared experiences of the focus groups, has 
already benefited the project. 'Insider' knowledge would indicate that the opportunity 
for participants in these sessions to meet informally, free of the usual 'work' of the 
Grounds Committee, to discuss the project, share perceptions and concerns and create 
better understandings of its purposes and goals has fostered greater collegiality and 
personal understanding. Fostering a supportive social environment for sharing 
perceptions, it would seem, creates further opportunities for uncovering additional 
barriers to and perceptions of the project that will enhance its continued development. 
5.3 IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS 
This section answers the final question of this evaluation. It examines the implications 
of the findings for the project, and places these into a wider social context. In so doing, 
it also serves to synthesise this report. These implications are explored in three sub-
sections. The first concerns the Ashgrove Healthy School Project itself, the second 
relates to the Ashgrove school community generally and the third discusses the 
implications of these findings for other schools and other communities. 
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~.31 Implications for the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project 
A number of implications for the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project have 
emerged as a result of this evaluation and the reflections on the process that have been 
a part of the project for the past rwo years. These relate to the coordmation of and 
communtcation processes within the project, the Jeg111mising of the Healthy Schools 
process into the fonnal planning and development processes of the school and the 
potential for new approaches to curriculum to make greater links between the Healthy 
Schools approach and children's learning. 
a) Coordination 
Coordinating the project through a paid part-time coordinator shoul d be seriously 
considered . This has implications for the sustainability of the project in the long tenn . 
The recognition that this project involves grounds redevelopment, curriculum 
reorientation, devolution and community development indicates the scope and potential 
of the process but also its complexity. Tbe coordinators have committed huge amounts 
of time and effort to the project. In this initial phase, this bas mvolved laying the 
foundations in aJI aspects of t11e project, particularly the development of the whole 
school plan, the redevelopment of the Junior playground and the fostering of the 
processes of shared decision-making. However, all these and other aspects of the project 
need to be consolidated and further developed. The coordinators are volunteers, both 
are in paid employment (one full -time) and both have young families and other regular 
demands upon their energies and time. 
b) C ommunication 
Communication channels between project participants and the rest of the school need 
to be constantJy examined for openness and clarity. Parents feel tentative in terms of 
their new role in decision making for which there is no precedent. Teachers, to some 
degree, feel defensive about power sharing after years of institutional management has 
entrenched their autonomy and power in school decision-making. Parents' perceptions 
of teacher barriers to the project may have been reduced had parents been aware that 
teachers were generally supponive of the Healthy Schools proJect When criticisms, 
from either teachers or parents, become the predominant fom1 of feedback, it can be 
expected that tensions mount and uncertainty pre\'ails. Mechanisms for relaying 
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positive comments are also needed to maintain enthusiasm for continued participation 
in the project. 
c) C h ildren 's In volvement 
For parents tnvolved in the Healthy School project, the part1cipauon of children in the 
decision making processes, in the activities associated with the developments and as 
users of the 'finished product'. is a major motivation for their own continued 
participation. To some degree, parents have been disappointed that teachers have not 
more explicitly used the project to make curriculum links. However, one suspects that 
greater utilisation of the project has occurred that has been obv1ous. Nevertheless. as 
parents see the modelling of participatory decision making and involvement in this as 
important for children in leaming new strategies and skills for creating viable futures. 
an enhancement of children's participation is highly desirable. Further legitimising of 
the Healthy Schools process into the School Development Plan and developing new 
curricula in relation to this would go a long way towards this expansion of children's 
participation. 
d) Legitimising the Healthy Schools Process 
It is important that the Healthy Schools approach be incorporated into the next School 
Development Plan. At the moment the project is an initiative of the Grounds Committee 
of the Parents' and Citizens' Association. This does not confer great status or 
significance to the proj ect or the processes used. The iucorporation of Healthy Schools 
into the next School Development Plan would signal to the school comm unity that the 
innovation is being 'routinized' into the usual function ing of the school, whereby, as 
Muncey and McQuil1an (1993:412) state, the "organisation contracts and maintains 
responsibility for the preservation of the doctrine" . This would greatly legitimate the 
project and the processes of refonn into the school's agenda. Potentially. this would 
neutralise some of the negativism of resistant parents and teachers that has affected the 
momentum of the project. 
e) C urricu lum De\'elopment 
The incorporation of the Healthy School process into the School Development Plan has 
implications for curriculum development in the school. The project has shown that 
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greater participation of parents in curriculum decision making is possible and effective . 
The promotion of greater participation by children, recognised at least by parents as 
inadequate within the project and with in the decision making processes of the school in 
general , can be addressed through srronger curriculum links. A curri culum jiJr the 
environment, with its action orientation, would reinforce participatory decision making 
processes, thus enabling the links between the parents, teachers, children and tl1e wider 
community to be further strengthened. Innovative environmental education and/or health 
promotion curricula which emphasise integrated, contextualised learning would enhance 
the capacity of the project to enliven other aspects of curricula in the school and for 
these curricula to broaden and develop the project in meaningful ways. 
5.32 Im plications of the Findin gs for the School Community 
These findings about participation in the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project 
have a number of implications for the Asbgrove School community, generally. Chief 
amongst these is a recognition that tbe participatory processes of the Ashgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project is shifting the paradigm in relation to decision making 
practice within the school. The school is in a period of transition. The hierarchica1 
organisational structures that have served the school for its lengthy history are being 
challenged from above, through devolution, as well as from below, through parental 
concern about aspects of the school environment. Just one of these makes for 
uncertainty and tension. Having both at the same time could put enormous stress on 
those caught between the two sets of changes - principally the school administration 
and the teachers. 
However, one thing is certain. Change is inevitable and resistance to change will make 
the process more difficult, both for the school community and for the individuals 
concerned. The Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project offers a way for the 
school community to embrace these changes througl1 the one project. With its emphasis 
on critique and change through cooperation, sharing and support, the project is a 
learning experience for everyone. This study and the reflections of an 'insider' to the 
project clearly show that those teachers who are involved in the project are positive, 
enthusiastic about the changes and can see rhe potential for linking the project with other 
aspects of the curriculum. Those 'good' things that teachers have always done to 
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support children and parents in education are made more apparent. Their relationships 
with parents are friendly, comfortable and yet their professionalism is reinforced. not 
undennined 
For parents, seizing the opportunities for initiating and participating in change in the 
school has been exciting . The chance to interact meaningfully with teachers on behalf 
of their children is greatly appreciated. The project, through the close liaison of parents 
with teachers and administration, has provided parents with a much better and deeper 
understanding of the roles of teachers and the complexities of teaching and managing 
a school. However, big effons have been expended simply confronting the hierarchical 
structures of the school and countering resistance and negativism. as the decision making 
processes have shifted from the 'usual' locus of control towards the inclusion of parents 
who have traditionally been marginal to it. A reco~rnition that parents have skills and 
interests that are of value in a changing school environment, and that can and will be 
utilised, builds confidence and support for the school. 
For chi ldren, the real beneficiaries of these processes of participation, they have had a 
safer, more diverse and stimulating school environment created for them . The 
development of the 'outdoor classroom' will have benefits during play periods and at 
other times throughout the day as teachers take advantage of this new teaching and 
learning resource. Children, particularly those whose parents or teachers have taken an 
active interest in the project. are also learning the lessons of participatory democracy. 
They are learning that participation, commitment and actions by people working 
collectively are at the heart of social and environmental change. Through this 
modelling, and hopefully through a recognition by more teachers and parents of the 
long-term benefits of children's greater participation in the project, children can come 
to practise participation and actions for themselves. 
5.33 Implications of the Findings for Other Schoo ls and the Communi ty 
At their broadest level, these findings indicate that it is possible to create positive 
change in schools and that groups who have traditionally been m arginalised by the 
organisational practices and hierarch1cal structures can initiate and generate the change 
processes. Initially. the processes of engagement in shared decis1on making may seem 
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ineffective. w ide panicipation may seem unattainable, and uncertainty and resistance to 
change may be evident. However. th is evaluation has shown that in spite of the barriers. 
both personal and structural. which limit panicipation and inhibit momentum, the 
success ofpantcipatory decisiOn miling does become evident. There are opportunities 
at this ume of devolution in Queensland schools, for new approaches to be apphed to 
solving problems and to building on existing strengths, and for real and effective power 
sharing to occur. Participatory action research, in particular, that explicitly seeks to 
create change by being inclusive of all members of the commun ity, by valuing their 
inputs and varied experiences, by harnessing resources, recognising barriers and creating 
opportunities has the potential to enact devolution and meet the part icular concerns of 
any school comm unity . 
The Healthy Schools approach, as the Ashgrove Healthy Schools Eo\'ironment Project 
has demonstrated, functions in both curriculum development and community 
development, thus giving it wide applicability in both the scbooJing and broader sectors 
of community life. Evidence from other Healthy School projects indicates that where 
a project is initiated by teachers, there is likely to be a stronger curricuJum development 
orientation, as this is the major focus and responsibility of teachers. Where a project 
is initiated by parents as representatives of the community, it appears more JikeJy that 
a project will have a stronger community development focus. This latter has certainly 
been the experience with the Ashgrove Healthy School Environment Project. Each 
orientation will have elements of the other but the focus appears to be determined 
largely by the roles in a school held by those who manage the project. 
For teachers particularly, the Healthy Schools process has the capacity to act as a 
catalyst for curriculum redefinition. Potentially, there can be a reorientation from a 
teacher-directed, subject defined, 'inside' classroom curriculum to a more integrated 
approach that acknowledges the whole setting of the school With this broader approach 
to curriculum, a Healthy Schools proj ect is the ideal vehicle for developing and 
implementing innovative curricula, especially education ,fr1r the environment and health 
education that adopts an ecological health promotion focus. 
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Where a Healthy Schools project is initiated and managed by parents, a Healthy Schools 
approach is more explicitly about community development . The potential of a project 
with this oriet1tation is considerable- especially in communities where 'disempowennent' 
and 'lack of ownership' are strongly felt. Healthy Schools projects , in collaboration with, 
as adjuncts to. or as initiators of Healthy Communities approaches to community 
development, can serve to replicate, reinforce or introduce principles of empowennent 
and emancipation. The potential exists for health and community• workers, members of 
environmental organisations, social service providers and others to make decisions with 
and for schools and the wider community of which schools are a part. 
This recognition that individual Healthy Schools initiatives may lie on different parts of 
a curriculum-community continuum. reveals the enonnous potential of the process. 
However, it also implies that flexible approaches 10 funding and other resourcing 
support, approaches to co-ordination, communication strategies and evaluation will need 
to be developed. This is essential, not only to keep faith with the Healthy Schools 
approach that is based on individual 'settings', but also as recognition that 
'achievements' may be less tangible in one project than in another. The power base 
from which tile change-agents are drawn may differ markedly. Barriers and resistance 
to change may be more entrenched in one setting than in another. Measuring changes 
in the 'sense of community' of a school may be harder to detennine than, say, the 
activities of classes in gardening or water quality monitoring. Consequently, creating 
momentum and defining outcomes in some projects may vary from relatively short to 
very long time periods. In some schools and communities where faith in health, 
education and social service delivery is weak, obser\'able or measurable outcomes for 
a Healthy Schools project may take decades. ln any case, some outcomes, particularly 
those indicating greater 'emancipation' and 'empowennent' may not be able to be 
effectively measured at all. 
5.6 CONCLUSION 
The findings of this study into the participatory processes of the Ashgrove Healthy 
School Environment Project indicate that change in schools is possible . It requires a 
deeply held commitment to change from the 'grassroots' of the school community. ln 
a political cn"ironment promoting power sharing. the likel ihood of effective change is 
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increased when schools also recognise and embrace the changes. It does require. 
however, a harnessing of tndtvidua/ concems and efforts into a c:ollec:ttvc mo\'ement for 
refonn . 
The Ashgrove Healthy School Environment ProJect, though, is not a blueprint for 
change. As the Health)' Schools approach is one that is based on 'sertings', each school 
community will have to invent its own model, based on the examinatien of its own 
needs and the constraints and opportunities for change within its own school culture. 
It will then 11eed to develop its own sets of strategies for building and maintaining 
support. This provides the community with the ownership of its problems and the 
ownership of its solutions. This is what democratic participation is all about. 
However, projects such as this. which are based upon an emancipatory approach to 
schooling, offer a way forward that is positive, caring and supponive of all the people 
who 'live' in schools, or interact ~~th them, for a large part of the day - children, 
teachers, parents and administrators. They provide the initial tentative steps towards 
building a citizenry that may collectively lift thinking beyond short-tenn problems and 
solutions and direct energies towards the adoption of long-term actions that build futures 
that are healthful, just and sustainable. 
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